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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

WEDNESDAY, AugusT 16, 1967

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

He looked for a city which hath foun-
dations, whose builder and maker is
God.—Hebrews 11: 10.

O God, our Father, may the spirit of
wisdom and compassion move our hearts
and our hands as we wait upon Thee at
the altar of prayer. Day after day we
pray, night after night we lift our hearts
unto Thee—knowing that often our
words are without wings and that at
times we say what we do not mean—yet
in the midst of the pressure of persistent
problems may we feel the touch of Thy
healing hand, receive the guidance of
Thy wise providence, and become one
with Thee in the adventure of making
the world a better place in which to live.

Purge our minds of all prejudice,
cleanse our hearts of all cynicism, re-
move far from us all ill will, and make
us builders of the bridges of understand-
ing and good will which span the differ-
ences between men and unite them in
the shining endeavor to create a world
in which righteousness reigns and peace
prevails and the welfare of all is the de-
sire of every heart. In the name of Christ
We pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment bills of the House of the
following titles:

H.R.1619. An act for the relief of Rene
Hugo Heimann;

H.R.2036. An act for the relief of Carlos
Rogelio Flores-Vasquez;

H.R.2668. An act for the relief of Sevasti
Diakides;

H.R.8185. An act for the relief of EN
Eleonora Blanchi;

H.R.3881. An act for the relief of Christina
Hatzisavvas; and

H.R.7516. An act for the rellef of Song
Sin Taik and Song Kyung Ho.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed a bill of the following
title, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

S. 1633. An act to amend the act of June
12, 1960, relating to the Potomac interceptor
sewer, to increase the amount of the Federal
contribution to the cost of that sewer.

RAISING THE ANTI

Mr. WOLFF. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.
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Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, the U.S
policy of training military personnel
from countries antagonistic to us and
our allies is without justification

But the Department of Defense,
rather than reexamining this policy that
violates our national security, continues
to reach for unacceptable and weak
apologies. I now have new figures indi-
cating that in the current fiscal year we
are expanding our training of Arab mili-
tary personnel. On last count reported
the figure is revised upward from 300
to a new high of over 600 men in
training.

The most outstanding and flagrant vi-
olation of our national security, amid a
series of unfortunate violations, is a plan
to train in fiscal 1968, 296 military men
from Libya. Mr. Speaker, Libya has
broken diplomatic relations with the
United States. What a curious way to re-
ward our enemies.

PRESIDENT’S VISITS TO HIS HOME
IN TEXAS

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, in 1950 a
west coast newspaper ran two different
pictures side by side one day. One picture
was of President Truman laughing in
some informal gathering. The other pic-
ture was of some fallen GI's on a Korean
battlefield. The caption read: “What's
Funny, Mr. President?”

Despite the fact that all Members of
Congress are given Government-paid
trips home, one Member thinks the Pres-
ident should be chastized for visiting his
home in Texas, since money could be
saved if he did not, and this would be a
useful symbol.

Maybe the complaining Member thinks
the President should give it up for golf.

But, in any case, Members of both par-
ties should disavow this gratuitous at-
tack on the personal needs of a Presi-
dent, needs recognized by almost every-
body since the beginning or our Re-
publie.

This highly personal attack on the
President holds the distinction of being
one of the most curious acts of states-
manship since the sardonic demand for
the Government cost of the eternal flame
at Arlington.

PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Speaker, it
has been necessary for me to be absent
on three rollcalls while I have been in my
district on official business.

I would like the Recorp to show that
on rolleall 190, on July 31, I would have
voted “nay”; on rolleall No. 208, on Au-
gust 14, I would have voted “yea’”; and
on rolleall No. 209, on August 14, I would
have voted “yea.”
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THE SYMBOLISM OF PRESIDENTIAL
FRUGALITY

Mr., CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I see that
another member of the Democratic Party
is following the typical approach that
when a fair attack has been made on an
administration for its policy, they imme-
diately grab their groin and yell “foul.”

There was no foul. This is a point at
issue. The administration has not been
symbolizing its action toward frugality
in spending.

As I pointed out in the hearings yes-
terday, back in 1964 and 1965 President
Johnson symbolically was turning out
the lights in the White House. This was
his expression—and a proper one—to
demonstrate what he was trying to do. I
pointed out that today this symbolism
was lacking. Today, quite to the con-
trary, the symbolism is these trips to his
ranch down in Texas on weekends. This
is symbolism. I said we need symbolism
today to demonstrate that we are in fis-
cal difficulty. This symbolism is lacking.
No one begrudges the President trips
back to Texas or anyone else. T would
request that the Democrats, if they want
to defend their administration, do so on
a proper basis.

WHAT IS FAIR AND WHAT IS FOUL?

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for
1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I was inter-
ested in the remarks of the gentleman
from Missouri. Of course, he says his
attack was fair and that the other was
foul, but I guess he is the judge, and the
:;olei judege, of what is fair and what is
oul.

I would just like to remind the gentle-
man and all other Members that no mat-
ter how much money the administration
wants to spend, it cannot spend a dime
until the Congress not only authorizes
the money but appropriates it. I am go-
ing to try next week to offer all economy-
minded Members a chance to save some
money on the foreign aid bill, and I will
be interested to see how many of them
talk economy and vote some other way,
especially when it is not going to do the
United States some good. On the other
hand, I think I can document how it is
going to do the United States some harm.
If an example is desired, look at the
Congo.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.



August 16, 1967

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move a
call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the
following Members failed to answer to
their names:

[Roll No 218]
Ashley Gallagher Roybal
Baring Hanna Shipley
Blatnik Hathaway Teague, Tex.
Burton, Calif. Matsunaga Williams, Miss.
Diggs Murphy, N.¥Y. Willis
Everett Passman

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 413
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with,

e —

GOLDEN WEDDING ANNIVERSARY
OF CLARENCE E. AND ANNE
KILBURN

Mr. McEWEN. Mr., Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, when I
entered the House of Representatives 214
years ago, it was with the knowledge
that I was succeeding an able and popu-
lar legislator.

My predecessor, the Honorable Clar-
ence E. Kilburn, came to this body on
February 13, 1940, as the result of the
sudden death of his predecessor, the
Honorable Wallace E. Pierce. For just 1
month short of a quarter century, Clar-
ence Kilburn served this House with
quiet dignity and efficiency. Soon after
attaining his 70th year, Clarence made
the decision to retire from Congress.

Mr. Speaker, I should like to report to
you and to the many Members who know
Clarence Kilburn, that he maintains an
active interest in the affairs of his com-
munity, State, and Nation, while enjoy-
ing his retirement with his wife, Anne,
in their lovely home in the beautiful
Adirondack foothills community of Ma-
lone, N.¥Y.

Today, August 16, 1967, Clarence and
Anne Kilburn are noting their golden
wedding anniversary at their home at
59 Milwaukee Street, Malone, N.Y. They
will have their sons, Bill and Jim, their
daughter, Katharine, and their families
gathered about them. Moreover, I know
that their legion of friends will drop by
to express their personal felicitations.

I was delighted personally to con-
gratulate them, and it is with pleasure
that I bring this milestone to the atten-
tion of the Members of the House, es-
pecially those who knew Clarence for
S0 many years.

PENALTIES FOR INTERFERENCE
WITH CIVIL RIGHTS

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the further con-
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sideration of the bill (H.R. 2516) to
prescribe penalties for certain acts of
violence or intimidation, and for other
purposes.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
New York.

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill H.R. 2516, with
Mr, BoLLing in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN, When the Commit-
tee rose on yesterday, it was agreed that
the committee amendment in the nature
of a substitute now in the bill be
considered as read and open for amend-
ment at any point. Are there any amend-
ments to the committee amendment?

COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR.

CELLER

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
two committee amendments.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendments offered by Mr.
CeLLER: On page 6, line 17, strike “compaign-
Eg" and insert in lieu thereof “campaign-

g”.

On page 9, line 12, strike “Sec. 12" and
insert in lieu thereof “Sec. 2",

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the committee amendments.

The committee amendments were
agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CELLER

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CerLEr: On
page 6, line 15 strike *“while he is” and in-
gt in lieu thereof “and because he is or has

en.”

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment would clarify the provision
in question, on page 6, line 15. I under-
stand it has the approval of the rank-
ing minority member of the Judiciary
Committee, the gentleman from Ohio,
and I believe it has the approval of those
who are in charge of the bill now. May
I ask whether that is so?

Mr. MAcGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, will
the genfleman yield?

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. MacGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, it
occurs at least to this member of the
committee that the proposed change in
the language now suggested by the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Committee
on the Judiciary would make the bill
more restrietive in its scope. Further it
appears to me that the amendment now
suggested by the distinguished chairman
would make it more difficult for any
prosecuting authority to obtain a con-
viction for any alleged act which may
fall within the purview of the statute.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, may I
say to the gentleman, in that respect the
Department of Justice thoroughly ap-
proves the amendment. Frankly, the
amendment originated with the Depart-
ment of Justice in a conference with me.
I had gone over the matter very carefully
with the gentleman from Ohio. I would
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just like to read my view of this, if I
may.

The purpose of this amendment is to
add a more rigorous requirement of proof.
With this amendment the statute will
require two elements of intent for suc-
cessful prosecution. It must be shown
both that the defendant acted on ac-
count of race, color, religion, or national
origin and—the word “and” is impor-
tant—that he acted on account of the
victim’s participation in one of the eight
specified kinds of protected activities. In
other words, with this amendment the
bill would make it a crime to interfere or
attempt to interfere by means of force or
threat of force with a person both because
of his race, color, religion, or national
origin and because of his participation
or his attempt to participate in any of
the described activities. Both elements
of intent must be present to support a
conviction. This is a criminal statute and
every effort must be made to render it
DPrecise.

It was felt that the word “while” in
the bill was imprecise and might give rise
to false constructions. To nail the mat-
ter down and to make it crystal clear
that those two elements I mentioned had
to be present and were conditions prece-
dent before there could be successful
prosecution, this amendment is offered.

Mr. MacGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. MacGREGOR. Mr, Chairman, I
thank the chairman very much for that
further explanation. I am glad to know
that it is the Department of Justice and
the chairman of the committee who ap-
parently have initiated this amendment
to make it more difficult to obtain a con-
vietion under this statute and to narrow
the scope of the possible eriminal activity
sought to be covered by the statute.

I deeply respect the opinion of the
chairman of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary and, of course, the gentleman
from Ohio, our ranking Republican
member on the committee. I am some-
what disturbed by this present attitude
on the part of the Attorney General and
the Department of Justice, but I shall not
oppose the amendment.

Mr. CAHILL. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey.

Mr. CAHILL. I, too, want to thank the
chairman for his very frank desecription
of what the amendment will do. It would
seem to me that what this amendment
really will do is to make it more difficult
to obtain a conviction than would be true
without the amendment.

Does the chairman agree with that?

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from New York has expired.

Mr. CAHILL, Mr, Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, CAHILL. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr, CELLER. I would not want to say
it will make it more difficult. It will make
the matter more clear. The danger might
be, if we do not have this amendment, at
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some future time somebody who was
really guilty might get out of the toils of
the law because of the possibility that
imprecise language was used.

Mr. CAHILL. I may say to the chair-
man and to the committee, it is my un-
derstanding that under the Supreme
Court decisions in Screws against the
United States, and some of the other de-
cisions which followed, it was indicated
by the Court” that it was almost impos-
sible to prove a specific intent to deprive
a person of his constitutional rights.

What we really are doing here—and I
believe the membership should under-
stand—is placing an additional burden
on the U.S. attorney. Based on my lim-
ited experience, I believe we really are
making it impossible, or certainly im-
probable, for a U.S. attorney to get a con-
viction under this legislation.

I would also say to the distinguished

that I am surprised the At-
torney General and the Department of
Justice recommended this change, be-
cause really what the Department of Jus-
tice is doing by this change is placing an
additional burden on its own prosecu-
tors, on the people who are charged with
enforcement of the law.

I would close by saying to the chair-
man that this view which is now ex-
pressed by the Department of Justice is
completely different from the view which
was expressed by them in their brief in
support of the 1966 act. One of the ques-
tions and answers included in the brief
was the following:

In a prosecution for racially motivated in-
terference with a person while he is eating or
seeking to eat in a restaurant would the Gov-
ernment have to prove a purpose to interfere
with that activity?

The answer to the question that the
Attorney General gives is:

No . . . such cases Involve actual Interfer-
ence with the protected activity, and since
the government would have to prove that
the interference was racially motivated, addi-
tional proof of purpose would be superfluous.

As T understand it, if the amendment
is adopted—and again I evidence sur-
prise that the amendment is suggested by
the Justice Department—it will make
convictions more difficult.

I accept the chairman’s word that it is
agreeable to the ranking minority mem-
ber. If it is, I believe the committee
should understand, and we should all
understand, that we are placing an addi-
tional responsibility, an additional bur-
den, on the U.S. attorney, and we are
making it more difficult, if not impossible,
in my judgment, to get a conviction
under the act. I oppose the amendment
because it requires evidence impossible to
prove, because it places an unreasonable
burden on the Department of Justice in
prosecutions under this legislation.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CAHILL. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. CELLER. We have to consider
the history of section 241, title 18, United
States Code, which goes back to 1870.
Because of the artificial language which
was originally used the courts have
chopped off here and chopped off there,
until there was very little left of that
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original bill which was of any conse-
quence. It was just about as worthless
as an empty pitcher in an empty well.

The Attorney General has that idea
in mind. In order to have the language
made definite and crystal clear and not
imprecise he makes this suggestion. In
a communication to me the Department
of Justice has said the following:

We do not feel that this will appreciably
increase the difficulty of obtaining convie-
tions, and it makes the scope and purpose
of the statute more clear.

That is the purpose of the amend-
ment.

Mr. CAHILL. I would point out to
the distinguished chairman, however,
that the Attorney General prefaces “in-
crease” by the word “appreciably,”
thereby conceding it really in fact does
increase

I would say it was always my thought
that we were seeking by this legislation
to remedy the defect in existing law
pointed out by the Supreme Court, which
indicated that the law was vague and
should be more specific. It seems to me
we are defeating the very purpose of the
act if this amendment is adopted.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I do so because I think
the purpose of the amendment as ex-
plained is this: I have read the explana-
tion as well as having listened to the dis-
tinguished chairman, and I think with
this amendment it would read as follows,
on page 6, line 10:

Whoever, whether or not acting under color
of law, by force or threat of force, know-
ingly—

(a) injures, Intimidates, or interferes with,
or attempts to injure, intimidate, or inter-
fere with any person because of his race,
color, religion, or mational origin, and be-
cause he is or has been lawfully engaged in

or seeking to engage in the enumerated
acts . ..

Is that a correct statement of the new
language?

Mr. CELLER. That is correct.

Mr. CRAMER. I wholeheartedly agree
&nd commend the chairman for suggest-
ing that the relationship of the require-
ment of proof should “knowingly” not
only refer to the fact that the acts are
done because of his race, color, religion,
or national origin but also because he is
or has been lawfully engaging in these
activities. It is a dual responsibility of
proof. That is wise.

What I want to ask the question about,
however, which appears possibly to
broaden the basis of the bill, is this lan-
guage “or has been.” The bill before us
without the amendment is in the words
of the present. The amendment puts the
words in the present and in the past. I
wonder if the distinguished chairman
could advise us as to why both present
and past are included. If it were just
present, I would wholeheartedly agree
with the amendment, but in this present
and past phase of this amendment I am
wondering if you are not including acts
that are so remote in the period of time
that they should not be included under
this bill.

Mr. CELLER. I do not think we are
including remote acts here at all.
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Mr. CRAMER. Would the chairman
listen for just a moment to this ques-
tion: Is it not true that under the pres-
ent wording on line 15, which says
“while he is lawfully engaging or seek-
ing to engage in,” that that refers only
to present actions, but the amendment,
which says “because he is or has been en-
gaging in,” refers to present and past
actions.

Mr. CELLER. I suppose in the case of
voting you might have violence which
follows the casting of ballots. The bill
would apply to after the fact and after
votes are cast.

Mr. CRAMER. I want to make sure
that the record is clear and that is why
I asked the question. In any event, proof
would have to be to the effeet that this
is done knowingly because of his race
and because he is or has been lawfully
engaging in or seeking to engage in these
acts, and they happen to be sufficiently
closely related in time as to indicate
intent. As a matter of the burden of
proof, you could not prove that intent
if the time lapse were 2 or 3 weeks or
a month from the time.

Mr. CELLER. I think the gentleman is
correct in that interpretation, and I
would agree.

Mr. CRAMER. So it is a matter of
proof in which the burden of proof is
on the Government to show that there
is a definite intention or relationship
between the two matters, because of
his race and because he is or has been
engaging in these acts.

Mr. CELLER. That is correct.

Mr. CRAMER. So there is no likeli-
hood or possibility that an act remote as
to time of engaging in these enumerated
rights could be a reason for seeking an
indictment under this bill?

Mr, CELLER. That is right.

Mr. CRAMER. I thank the chairman.

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, I am con-
cerned about the committee amendment
which will change and weaken the bill.
The effect, by the very nature of its plain
language, will be to make it more difficult
for the Attorney General to prosecute
cases of racial violence.

Mr. MacGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. RYAN. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. MacGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, I
respectfully wish to correct the gentle-
man from New York. The amendment
that is now being considered is not a
committee amendment. It is an amend-
ment which has been offered by the dis-
tinguished gentleman from New York,
the chairman of the Committee on the
Judiciary [Mr. CELLER].

Mr. RYAN. I accept the explanation of
the gentleman from Minnesota. In any
event, I am concerned about the amend-
ment now pending before the Committee
which in my opinion requires an addi-
tional element of proof. Therefore, the
amendment, if adopted, would increase
the problem of prosecution which the
Attorney General will face.

Mr. Chairman, I do not feel that the
Attorney General’s disclaimer as pre-
sented by the distinguished chairman of
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the Committee on the Judiciary can ob-
literate that fact. The Attorney General’'s
disclaimer really flies in the face of the
language.

The distinguished chairman of the
committee said that the purpose is to
add a more rigorous requirement of proof
by including an additional element. Not
only does it require that the proscribed
act be motivated because of race, color,
religion, or national origin but also be
motivated because of the victim's par-
ticipation in the enumerated activities.
This does, indeed, change the proposed
statute and makes it more restrictive. In
faet, it has already been made more re-
strictive than title V as it passed the
House last year. I pointed this out yester-
day during general debate. This amend-
ment represents an additional restric-
tion which I am constrained to oppose,
Mr. Chairman. It should be defeated. I
regret that the distinguished chairman
has offered it, and I am surprised at the
position of the Attorney General.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from New York [Mr. CELLER].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I make the point of order that a
quorum is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
count. [After counting.] Seventy-five
Members are present, not a quorum.
The Clerk will call the roll.

The Clerk called the roll, and the
following Members failed to answer to
their names:

[Roll No 219]
Ashley Gathings Nix
Baring Hagan Passman
Blatnik Hathaway Roybal
Burton, Calif. Hicks Shipley
Diggs Howard Teague, Calif.
Dulski Irwin Teague, Tex.
Everett Matsunaga Willlams, Miss.
Findley Miller, Calif.  Willis
Fulton, Tenn. Moorhead
Gallagher Murphy, N.¥.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. MILLS)
having assumed the chair, Mr. BOLLING,
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union, re-
ported that that Committee, having had
under consideration the bill H.R. 2516,
and finding itself without a quorum, he
had directed the roll to be called, when
403 Members responded to their names,
a quorum, and he submitted herewith the
names of the absentees to be spread upon
the Journal.

The Committee resumed its sitting.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WHITENER

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, I of-
fer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WHITENER:
On page 9, line 23 add a new section 3 to
read as follows:

“8ec. 3. Nothing contalned in this Act
shall be construed as indicating an intent
on the part of Congress to occupy the field
in which any provision of the Act operates to
the exclusion of State laws on the same sub-
ject matter, nor shall any provision of this
Act be construed as invalidating any pro-
vision of State law unless such provision is
inconsistent with any of the purposes of this
Act or any provision thereof.”

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. WHITENER. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. CELLER. That amendment is en-
tirely acceptable.

Mr. McCULLOCH, Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITENER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio.

Mr. McCULLOCH. The amendment is
acceptable on this side.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, the
amendment that I offer provides that
nothing contained in this act shall in-
dicate an intent on the part of Congress
to occupy the field in which any provi-
sion of the act operates to the exclusion
of State laws on the same subject matter,
nor shall any provision of this act be
construed as invalidating any provision
of State law unless such provision is in-
consistent with any of the purposes of
this act or any provision thereof.

On yesterday, I commented upon this
proposition. Without the amendment,
there would be an unwarranted depriva-
tion of criminal jurisdiction now exer-
cised by the several States in most of the
ll’)ields of criminal law touched by this

ill,

I am delighted that the chairman of
the Judiciary Committee and those rep-
resenting the ranking minority member
of the committee have agreed to accept
the amendment,

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from North Carolina [Mr. WHITE-
NER].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. WIGGINS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

I have taken this time—and I shall
use only a portion of it—to clear up any
misconception which may exist in the
minds of some of the members of this
Committee concerning the attitude of the
minority members of the Judiciary Com-
mittee on this bill.

It is clearly true that an overwhelming
majority of the minority members on the
Judiciary Committee are in support of
this legislation; but I, as one minority
member of the Judiciary Committee,
wish to indicate that in my opinion this
is bad legislation and should not be sup-
ported in its present form,

I find it extremely difficult, Mr. Chair-
man, to oppose a bill described as a civil
rights measure, because like all Members,
I am sure, I thoroughly believe in the full
and fair enjoyment of civil rights by all
Americans.

The difficulty with H.R. 2516 is that
several of its sections have nothing to do
with civil rights as I understand them.

A “right” is that which is legally pro-
tected. If this Congress lacks the power
to afford this legal protection, we are
not talking about civil rights at all.

Look at the bill.

Subsections 1, 2, 3, and 5 all deal with
the protection of the individual from
discriminatory State action, or the en-
joyment of a State-sponsored activity.
I believe these to be true civil rights
guaranteed by the 14th amendment to
the Constitution.

But what about subsections 4 and 8?
Is there a constitutional right to be free
from private discrimination? Not to my
knowledge, Mr. Chairman. Certainly not,
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under the 14th amendment, which pro-
tects individuals against State action
only.

Nor can subsection 8, the public ac-
commodations section, find constitu-
tional sanction under the commerce
clause, because the bill is clearly aimed
at all corimercial establishments.

The fundamental question, Mr. Chair-
man, is, where do we get the power to
protect these so-called rights? The truth
is we do not have it. It is a power reserved
to the States.

Mr. Chairman, I want to vote for civil
rights, but we should have a better bill
than this.

Surely it is not too naive to believe
that civil rigkts can be protected without
emasculating the Constitution itself,
that the complicated problems of mod-
ern America can be solved within the
framework of the federal system created
by that Constitution.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HUNGATE

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HUNGATE: On
page 6, line 13, delete all of said line after
the word “injure,” and insert in lieu thereof
the following: “or intimidate any person,”.

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment would deal with that part
of the statute on page 6 that says, be-
ginning at line 13, “injures, intimidates,
or interferes with, or attempts to injure,
intimidate, or interfere with any person.”
It is my thought that the words “at-
tempts to interfere,” given the rest of
the context of this statute, are extremely
broad in a criminal statute which pro-
vides fines starting at $1,000 or a year in
jail up to life imprisonment. Therefore,
I went into this in my amendment so
that it would provide it would punish
acts to injure or intimidate but would
eliminate the attempt to interfere.

Mr. Chairman, I urge support of my
amendment.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HUNGATE. I yield to the chair-
man of the committee.

Mr. CELLER. Does not the gentleman
feel that to strike out the words “inter-
fere with" would to a vast degree weaken
this bill? Interference envisages a great
many actions. Under the bill, to be pun-
ishable it must always be by force. In-
terference would be by force, and you
want to eliminate that. To that degree
I think you weaken the bill to a great
extent.

Mr. HUNGATE. If the chairman
would permit me, I understand the bill
provides that “whoever by force or threat
of force knowingly injures, intimidates,
or interferes with, or attempts to inter-
fere with.” I think it seems to me it
reaches down the line. I think that is a
little broad. I would still leave it so if
you want to cover a man attempting to
injure or intimidate, that is all right.
We all recognize, in criminal law the
field of attempts is a delicate one.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, would the gentleman yield to me at
that point?

Mr. HUNGATE. Yes. I yield to the
gentleman from Colorado.
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Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. As I read
your amendment, you would delete the
words “or interfere with” on page 6,
line 13 of the bill.
s Mr, HUNGATE. May I say to the gen-

tleman from Colorado it is my intention
to change the measure to read “attempts
to injure or intimidate any person,” and
so forth. The only thing I seek to take
out is a threat, to attempt to interfere
with. It seems to me that is piling in-
ference on inference and has no place
in a criminal statute.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. You put
your finger right on it. You are empha-
sizing something that is not necessary.
You would just burden this piece of
legislation.

Mr. HUNGATE. I think I would have
to strike the enacting clause to do that.

Mr, ROGERS of Colorado. I know, but
as far as this is concerned, as I read the
bill, it provides:

Whoever, whether or not acting under color
of law, by force or threat of force, knowingly
injures, intimidates, or interferes with, or
attempts to injure, intimidate, or interfere
with any person . ..

Mr. HUNGATE. May I beg the gentle-
man’s pardon, but as I read the bill it
says “injures, intimidates, or interferes
with, or attempts to injure, intimidate,
or interfere with,” the way the bill is now
written. I want to change it so as to cover
an attempt to injure or intimidate by
threat of force which would not cover a
threat of force to attempt to interfere
with. I think it is very difficult to have
that in a criminal statute.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HUNGATE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio.

Mr. HAYS. Just to show you how ridic-
ulous this is, if the gentleman from Colo-
rado is speaking and I attempt to inter-
rupt him, that is attempting to interfere
with his eivil right to say whatever he
thinks; is it not? This is really a ridicu-
lous amount of language in here. What
I am trying to say is I think the gentle-
man from Missouri is trying to clear it
up and make it at least understandable
and enforceable, and I want to support
his amendment.

Mr. HUNGATE. I thank the gentle-
man, and I yield back the balance of my
time.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment which
has been offered by the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. HuncaTE] would go to line
13, page 6 of the bill, and after the word
“injure” it would insert: “Or intimidate
any person.”

Now, the bill already prohibits “inter-
ference.” I cannot see any reason why
language of this type should cover up a
plain and a definite understanding of
what the section itself deals with. The
bill punishes—*“Whoever, whether or not
acting under color of law, by force or
threat of force, knowingly”—injures, in-
timidates or interferes with others while
hhey are engaged in enumerated activi-

es.

In other words, the bill only punishes
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one who knowingly commits some act
against some person.

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I yield to
the genfleman from Missouri.

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Chairman, the
only thing I seek to do here by the adop-
tion of this amendment is to take out
the word “interfere.” I leave the lan-
guage of the bill as it is otherwise written.

The only thing for which the amend-
ment provides, if adopted, is to change
that language which appears on page 6,
line 13: “attempts to injure,” and so
forth. And, as I would reiterate, “at-
tempts to injure or intimidate any per-
son.” Your bill reads “attempts to in-
jure, intimidate or interfere with any
person because of his race, color, religion,
or national origin while he is lawfully
engaged or seeking to engage in” certain
activities. That goes beyond what is in
my opinion reasonable.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. If you do
that, you remove the protection guar-

teed to these people under the 14th
amendment.

Mr. HUNGATE. Would the gentleman
from Colorado tell me why that is so?

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. It is so for
this reason: Because we are implement-
ing congressional power under section 5
of the 14th amendment. We seek to
punish all types of violence against an in-
dividual because of his race, color, reli-
gion, or national origin.

Mr, HUNGATE. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, I do not
deny you that right.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. But, by
this amendment the scope of the prohi-
hibitions of the bill will be somewhat
limited. The amendment would exclude
the prohibitions against “attempts to in-
terfere.”

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, “interfere”;
that is right. I propose to strike the word
“interfere.”

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Does the
gentleman not feel that an individual
has a right not to be interfered with
while he is pursuing Federal rights?

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, I under-
stand that the present law does not use
the word “interfere.”

Mr, ROGERS of Colorado. That is the
reason for putting this in, in this bill.

Mr. HUNGATE, Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, in sub-
stance and in summation—if I can state
it succinetly and understandably the
amendment which I have proposed it
seeks to cover “threat to attempt to in-
terfere” which is just too “iffy” for me.
That is the sum total and substance of
my proposed amendment and that is the
end of my argument thereon.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Well, all I
have to say is that if the members of the
Committee adopt your language, this
would make it that much more “iffy.”

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I yield to
the gentleman from Louisiana.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman,
could the gentleman from Colorado tell
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me what penalty is provided under this
proposed legislation for the so-called
civil rights worker who attempts to in-
timidate or interfere with a law en-
forcement officer?

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. It would
giepend upon the nature of the situa-

on.

Mr, WAGGONNER. Could the gentle~
man from Colorado tell me whether it
provides any penalty?

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Certainly.

Mr. WAGGONNER., Tell me what the
penalty is.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. The provi-
sions under this would be $1,000 or not
more than 1 year in jail, and for bodily
injury, he could be fined not more than
$10,000 and imprisoned for not more than
10 years.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Is the gentleman
from Colorado really telling me that this
law provides a penalty which can be ap-
plied to a so-called civil rights worker
who reverses the subtle purpose and in-
tent of this legislation and attempts to
intimidate or interfere with a law-en-
forecemen officer?

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado, Now, the
gentleman is turning it the other way
around.

Mr. WAGGONNER. No, the gentleman
from Colorado is just catching on.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. No; no. The
gentleman from Louisiana is turning it
the other way around. What I am saying
is that if a local law-enforcement officer
or anyone else is threatened or intimi-
dated because of his race, color, religion,
or national origin, then one may be sub-
ject to the penalties provided for in this
bill, if adopted.

Mr., WAGGONNER. Still, this legisla-
tive history is important. The gentleman
is saying that if a so-called civil rights
worker attempting to participate in a civil
rights protest or demonstration by word
or action attempts to intimidate or inter-
feres with a duly elected law enforcement
official, then he will be subject to the
same penalty of intimidation and inter-
ference that a law-enforcement official
or private individual would be if he at-
tempted to intimidate a civil rights
worker.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. The gentle-
man is putting two different analogies
together.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

(On request of Mr. WAGGONNER, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. RoGers of Colo-
rado was allowed to proceed for 1 addi-
tional minute.)

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. May I say
to the gentleman from Louisiana that
when we put the question of a civil rights
worker in context with whether or not
he violates the law under the provisions
of this proposal, he may do so under
certain circumstances, but when you turn
it around and say it would not apply to
a law-enforcement officer if he intimi-
dates or threats, which takes from the
law-enforcement officer certain of
his rights and duties—constitutional
rights—then the person who does that
is guilty under the provisions of this
proposal.

Now is that clear?
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Mr. WAGGONNER. As clear as mud.
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the gentleman from Colorado [Mr.
Rocers] be permitted to revise and ex-
tend his remarks with the hope that he
can clarify his answer.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Lou-
isiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr, Chairman, as indicated before, the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Missouri will substantially weaken
the bill. He would eliminate the phrase
“attempt to interfere with.”

For example, one of the areas which is
protected against violence and the threat
of violence because of race and color, is
voting. Suppose someone is pushed off the
voting line, or one threatens to push
another off the voting line, that would
be an attempt to interfere with the man
from voting.

Similarly, if one would want to enter
a theater or a place of public accommo-
dation, and there was interference by
forcible obstruction to the individual at
the entrance, if there are threats, and if
there are motions or actions which do
not involve personal contact, or words of
abuse which involve threafs, that would
indeed be an attempt to interfere, and I
should believe that those actions should
be embraced within the act. They are
embraced within the act as we have it
with the wording before us now.

Mr, HUNGATE. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentleman
from Missouri.

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr, Chairman, I want
to make it perfectly clear that my
amendment does not affect intimidation,
it only removes threats to attempt to in-
terfere.

Mr, CELLER, I know.

Mr. HUNGATE. Intimidation would
still be covered.

Mr. CELLER. I gave this as an exam-
ple of an attempt to interfere, and I be-
lieve the amendment would materially
affect those attempts, and for this rea-
son I hope the amendment will be voted
down.

Mr, FLYNT. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I support the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Missouri. I wish that he had gone
one step further, and had consolidated
the language of his amendment which,
if adopted, would have substituted lan-
guage which would require some defin-
able act, instead of this nebulous lan-
guage of “a threat to attempt to inter-
fere with.”

Mr, Chairman, this would not only
make it a criminal offense to utter cer-
tain words or to make a certain state-
ment which might fall within the pur-
view of the language as now written, but
it might even go so far as to make it a
criminal offense to even think of some-
thing that might be a threat to attempt
to interfere with.

I cannot think of any language which
could be more loosely written or which
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could be more nebulous than this lan-
guage of the committee amendment.

I would like to ask some questions of
the gentleman from Colorado and the
gentleman from New York as well—and
I have great respect for the gentlemen’s
ability, but I think in trying to defend
the language that the committee has
written into this bill, they are trying to
defend an indefensible proposition,

Would the gentleman give the com-
mittee an example of what he construes
to be a threat to attempt to interfere
with?

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. You can
imagine any number of examples.

Mr. PLYNT. Give us one.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. All right.
Suppose four men are coming up the
street and they see a man going down
to vote, unarmed, and he is going on his
own way down there to vote. So they
walk up to him and say, “Now look,
brother, if you go down there to vote or
if you go down there to register to vote,
we are going to beat you up.”

There is a good example of exactly
what we mean by the words here.

Mr, FLYNT. I completely disagree
with the gentleman from Colorado in
the example that he has given, because
that is an overt threat and the gentle-
man knows that it is an overt threat. It
is not a threat to attempt to interfere.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield further?

Mr. FLYNT. I yield.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Well, cer-
tainly, there has to be some action. There
has to be either a use of force or a threat
of force.

Mr. FLYNT. I will say to the gentle-
man that the example he gave is clearly
a threat to injure and it is not a threat
to attempt to interfere with.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. The thing
is very simple. If you will read this lan-
guage and follow the example I gave,
then he would see that there would be a
violation or an intimidation.

Mr. FLYNT. Of course, it would be a
violation, but it would not be a threat
to attempt to interfere with.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FLYNT. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. HAYS. The gentleman has said ex-
actly what I wanted to say, that the illus-
tration of the gentleman from Colorado
has nothing to do with a threat to at-
tempt to interfere with.

I have long thought that the gentle-
man from Colorado was a master of eir-
cumlocution and obfuscation, but I am
going to raise it to a doctor’s degree to-
day, because he has done the best job I
have ever heard since I have been around
here. That language is just completely
ridiculous and impossible.

Mr. EORNEGAY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FLYNT. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. KORNEGAY. The gentleman now
addressing us in the well is, I know, a
lawyer, and has been a former prosecut-
ing attorney, and comes with a high
pedigree and great experience in the field
that he is now talking about.

I have just learned from the police-
men out on the Capitol steps that a group
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of civil rights workers were approaching
the Capitol, but have been restrained,
and held back from the Capitol about
two blocks away by other policemen.

I want to ask the gentleman who is
a lawyer, if in his opinion, this action
which is now going on, by police offi-
cers two blocks away is a violation of this
bill we now have under consideration?

Mr. FLYNT. The answer is “Yes.”

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, FLYNT. I yield.

Mr. HAYS., Mr. Chairman, if this bill
were on the books, and were a law now,
and if Rap Brown wanted to come up Tn
the gallery, and I was making a speech,
and if anybody interfered with him,
would he be prosecuted?

Mr. FLYNT. Probably not; but if the
situation were reversed and any one in-
terfered with Rap Brown such person
would probably be prosecuted.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 3 addi-
tional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. FLYNT. I would say this. Assum-
ing there were a group of civil rights
advocates approaching the east front of
the Capitol now. If they were known fo
have been parties to previous riots, and
if two policemen of the Capitol Police
force saw them coming, and discussed
with each other what might happen,
that they might come into this gallery
and do any action of violence whatso-
ever, and if one of them told the police
“I think we ought to keep a close eye on
them,” under the language given by the
gentleman from Colorado that they
would be subject to eriminal prosecution
under this act, if it becomes law.

I am absolutely serious when I say to
the gentleman from Colorado that the
language in the committee substitute as
presently printed in this bill might make
it a erime even to think about talking
to another law enforcement officer with
the idea of preventing or forestalling a
crime, I think this language is just as
dangerous as it can be, and that it could
be the forerunner of the destruction of
all rights, civil rights and otherwise.

If the gentleman from Colorado and
the gentleman from New York would re-
flect on this, they would be the first ones
to want to amend this section and take
that language out. Language of this kind
is a by-product of a sick society. It is the
byproduct of a sick kind of thinking
that puts the rights of criminals and
rioters ahead of the rights of society
and public safety in general.

For those reasons, Mr. Chairman,
among many others, the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Missouri
should be adopted.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FLYNT. I yield to the gentleman
from Louisiana.

Mr. WAGGONNER. I wish to point out
that not only would the policemen who
would confront these people be charged
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with a violation of their rights and be
guilty of an infraction of the proposed
legislation, but the Congress who ordered
them fto so conduct themselves would be
equally guilty.

Mr. EKORNEGAY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FLYNT. I yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina.

Mr. KORNEGAY. With the gentle-
man’s knowledge as a lawyer, is there a
law now on the books which would pro-
tect the Congress from being invaded by
these people, assuming that the bill we
now have under consideration is adopted
into law?

Mr, FLYNT. I think I understand the
import of the gentleman’'s question. I
think there are adeguate laws on the
statute books today to protect any indi-
vidual, whether he is a civil rights advo-
cate or any other citizen. What we need.
instead of more language like that pro-
posed and more legislation of this kind,
we need an attitude throughout this
country—in the Department of Justice,
the office of the U.S. Attorney General,
and many of the courts—that takes the
side of society and the victims of crimi-
nals, instead of upholding the rights of
criminals to violate laws.

Mr. EKORNEGAY. I congratulate the
gentleman on that statement, and say
that I agree with him wholeheartedly.

Mr, CORMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, first of all the allega-
tions that this somehow would restrict a
peace officer in the legal pursuit of his
duties is so absurd that it is not worthy
of answer,

I suggest to you further that a society
which believes that people ought to have
the right to vote, no matter what color
they are, that people have a right to go to
school, no matter what color they are,
and that they ought to have a right to
participate in the economic life of this
Nation no matter what color they are,
is not a sick nation. That portion of it
which has long fought so hard to prevent
equal oppcrtunity in this country might
fall into that category, though I do not
indict them for that.

I just suggest to you that what we are
doing here is very simple. For the past at
least 3 years we have spelled out in some
detail what people ought to have a right
to do in this country in some specifics,
and that they ought not to be denied
those rights because they are black.

It has been experienced—and there is
ample evidence of it—that they have
been denied those rights because they
have been killed or their lives have been
threatened or they have suffered great
bodily harm because they have been pur-
suing the right that we have said they
ought to have. Whether intentionally or
because of incapacity, State governments
have not in many instances protected
those people. The purpose of this legis-
lation is to give them some Federal pro-
tection.

This does not mean that we are going
to preempt the States in the administra-
tion of their penal laws. We do not stand
here telling you that the States do not
have the capacity to protect their police-
men or that this bill usurps that respon-
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sibility. We do tell you that when people
are murdered in the presence of inform-
ants for the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation and those guilty cannot be suc-
cessfully prosecuted in the State courts,
then the Federal Government ought to
take cognizance of it and do something
about it.

That is what we are doing with this
bill. I sincerely hope we will defeat this
amendment and pass this bill today.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
California has done what one usually
does when one is in an indefensible posi-
tion: He has talked about something
else. He has not talked about the amend-
ment at all. He talked about the general
intent and purposes of the bill. I believe
that everyone who wants to have a
chance to vote ought to have a chance
to vote. I believe that everyone ought to
have an opportunity, and an equal op-
portunity, for an education. But I also
happen to believe that it ought to be
possible for a secretary of a Congressman
to drive down the street in broad day-
light at noon without being accosted and
attempted to be run off the street, as
one of my secretaries was only this week.

There has been an unbalaneed applica-
tion of the law. I tried to get the Attor-
ney General a couple of years ago to
enforce the Constitution when a certain
State in the South refused to let Negroes
vote, to reduce its proportion of repre-
sentation in the House of Representa-
tives. But we have to have a ecivil rights
bill every year, and this is the 1967 ver-
sion. It is a long way from perfect.

I think the amendment of the gentle-
man from Missouri will improve it. Will
the gentleman, if I yield to him, repeat
the exact language that he would like
to delete from this bill?

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Ohio for
yielding. On line 13, delete after the word
“injure”—and this is preceded by the
words “attempts to injure,” so we have to
read the paragraph where it says:

Threat of force . . . attempts to injure—

And we would have the statute read,
“attempts to injure or intimidate,” and
we would simply take out the words “or
interfere with,” so we would not be trying
to reach a threat to, or an attempt to
interfere.

I thought that a criminal statute
should be more narrowly drawn.

The gentleman from California has
mentioned about the need for all persons
to vote. I am certain the gentleman in the
well recalls that recently, when a bill was
before this House on redistricting, and it
was sought to raise the percentage to 30
percent, I was in the well arguing for
“one man, one vote” and that the dis-
tricts ought to be more evenly alined, so
the people we are talking about would
have more voice and more influence, and
the distinguished gentleman from Cali-
fornia was on the other side. I supported
measures along this line, but I believe a
criminal statute, no matter to whom it
applies, must be narrowly drawn.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
gentleman for his contributions.
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I would like to point out that the gen-
tleman from Colorado, if I can under-
stand him—and I attempt seriously to
understand him—makes the point that
this law applies to police officers but does
not apply to a Stokely Carmichael in a
reverse situation.

I always thought what we were at-
tempting to do was to make everybody
equal under the law. I do not think we
ought to pass any bills which give a
Stokely Carmichael a privilege to abuse
a police officer, and if we try to stop him
from doing it or we try to ask him not
to burn down a city, or not to assassinate
a President—that is what he advocated—
if anybody tries to interfere with him, it
i= interference with his civil rights.

If this country has come to that pass,
it is in bad shape, and I think the voters
are going to rectify it at the next
election.

Mr. O'HARA of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite num-
ber of words.

Mr. Chairman, I do not know what
kind of shape the country is in, but the
legal scholarship of the House seems to
be in bad shape.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. O'HARA of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr, HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I am not a
legal scholar, but I would point out that
the last bill before this House which the
Judiciary Committee brought in had dif-
ferent sets of additional views, so maybe
the confusion is there.

Mr. O'HARA of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I guess that is why we have dis-
senting opinions in the decisions of the
Supreme Court.

I do not believe that this bill in any
way covers “attempts to threaten.” If we
read tha language closely, on page 6 it
says:

Whoever, * * * by force or threat * * *
attempts to * * * interfere with * * *.

That is what we are talking about. If
we were to adopt the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Missouri, which
does not strike “interfere with” on line
12, if by threat one attempts to inter-
fere with some person and succeeds, he
would be in violation of the law, but if
by threat one attempts to interfere with
the same person in exactly the same
manner but fails, he would not be in vio-
lation of the law.

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield on that point?

Mr. O'HARA of Michigan. I yield to
the gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. HUNGATE. The gentleman
touched precisely on the nature of in-
choate crimes, which are not punished.
If I shoot at something which is you,
and it is not, I suppose I might have made
an attempt, but I would not have a com-
plete crime.

I believe that when we seek to pun-
ish threats that do not succeed we go
too far.

All these words, if the gentleman will
yield further, are what in the law are
sometimes called “weasel words.” They
are not capable of the greatest precise
definition, “Threat” is such a word. We
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can imagine that a threat to one man
would not be a threat to another. “In-
terference” is such a word. “Attempt” is
a very difficult word to define.

Mr. O'HARA of Michigan. The gentle-
man has been in the Congress for some
time, and he knows that criminal statutes
punish an attempt in the same way they
punish a successful effort.

The gentleman is saying that the clum-
sy wrongdoer should go free because he
failed.

If I slash the tire of someone who is
trying to go to vote because I do not want
him to vote, and he gets to the polls and
votes anyway, that is all right; but if he
does not get to the polls, it would be a
violation of law.

Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. O'HARA of Michigan. I yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. FLYNT. Did I correctly under-
stand the gentleman from Michigan to
say that the statutes punish an attempt
in exactly the same way they punish a
crime? That certainly is not true. It is
not true under Federal law, and it is not
true under State law.

In fact, some of the States do not even
have the crime of attempt.

As in my State of Georgia, there is the
crime of assault with intent to commit a
crime.

It is correct that in some offenses, such
as arson and passing and uttering forged
documents, the offense and the attempt
are merged, but that is the exception to
the rule rather than the rule.

If the gentleman believes that laws
universally punish an attempt in the
same way as, or the threatened attempt
in the same way as, they treat the com-
pleted crime, then he is just certainly
mistaken.

Mr. O'HARA of Michigan. I have no
knowledge of Georgia, but I disagree with
the gentleman’s statement as it affects
the Federal criminal laws.

That is not the point here. The point
here is if we take out the “interfere with”
as the gentleman from Missouri has sug-
gested, an attempt that actually inter-
feres with someone would be punishable,
but the same threat uttered under the
same circumstances in an attempt to in-
terfere did not succeed, the wrongdoer
would go free.

1 do not believe such a result makes
sense, especially considering the treat-
ment of other “attempts”. An attempt to
intimidate would be punished; an at-
tempt to injure would be punished,
whether or not successful. But an at-
tempt to interfere with would be pun-
ished only if it succeeds.

I hope that the Committee will reject
the amendment.

Mr. MATHIAS of Maryland. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment and move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, my distinguished friend
from Ohio pointed out a minute ago that
when we do not want to grapple with the
central issue before us, we talk about
other things; and then he proceeded very
ably to illustrate the force and strength
of that position by talking about other
things than the amendment before us.
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Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chalirman, will the
gentleman yield”

Mr. MATHIAS of Maryland. If I have
time I shall be glad to yield. I do not
yield to the gentleman now.

In the course of the colloquy the gen-
tleman said—and I believe it is an im-
portant principle upon which the REcorp
should be correct—that this bill would
create some sort of special privilege for
some people.

That is not the way I understand the
bill. I do not think it is the way the House
will understand the bill, This bill applies
to anyone regardless of his color, regard-
less of his religion, and regardless of his
national origin who places himself within
the purview of the bill. It does not create
a special privilege for anybody or a sanc-
tuary for anybody. On the other hand,
everyone who is guilty of the prohibited
acts is brought within the purview of the
bill. It does not create any special class.

Mr. MacGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MATHIAS of Maryland. I said I
would yield to the gentleman from Ohio,
and if my distinguished friend from
Minnesota will just wait for a moment,
I want to address myself first to this
amendment, because I think there is an
importance to the language as it was
written.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield for just a sentence on this
subject that I was talking about?

Mr. MATHIAS of Maryland. I have
only 5 minutes. I did not interrupt the
gentleman when he was talking. I am
doing this on my own time. I am preserv-
ing my time for you, as you saw, if there
is any left over.

On the subject of the amendment, I
think that the language that the com-
mittee has fashioned is of some im-
portance here. The testimony which is
available from hearings before the Ju-
diciary Committee, the Civil Rights
Commission, and from other sources pro-
vides us with the evidence of attempts
to interfere with the rights that should
be protected. There is ample evidence to
illustrate the subtlety of the kind of
activities that take place fo discourage
people from registering, to discourage
people from going to a polling place, and
to discourage people from doing any one
of the kinds of things we want to give
all people in America the opportunity
to do. These are very subtle and insidious
kinds of sactivities. If this language
reaches to the subtle and insidious means
of discouraging people from doing what
we think they ought to be able to do,
then I think this language is proper and
reasonable and necessary.

For that reason I am opposing the
amendment and hope it will be defeated.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I promised to
yield to the gentleman from Ohio, and I
am glad to do so.

Mr. HAYS. The point I would like to
make at this stage is what the gentleman
is saying about the bill is apparently
just in diametrical opposition to what
the gentleman from Colorado said, be-
cause in answer to a very pointed ques-
tion, or at least I thought it was, as near
as I could ascertain his answer he said
it would apply to someone interfering
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with a person’s civil rights, but if a eivil
rights worker interfered with a law
officer, it would not apply.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HAYS. You did not say so in so
many words, but if anybody can get any-
thing out of your tortured explanation,
that is what I got.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-
man from Maryland yield to anybody
and, if so, to whom?

Mr. MATHIAS of Maryland. I yield to
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
MacGREGOR].

Mr. MacGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Maryland for
yielding to me.

I believe I am correct in saying that
the gentleman from Ohio during the
course of his remarks and referring to
Stokely Carmichael and Rap Brown said
it would not apply to them. May I just
say——

Mr. HAYS. I did not mention Rab
Brown's name.

Mr. MacGREGOR. Perhaps it was one
of your colleagues, On page 6 of the hill
the language clearly covers campaigning
for office. If I am campaigning for re-
election next year and if Rap Brown or
Stokely Carmichael is in my district and
if he knows that I am campaigning for
public office and because of my race or
color he calls me a Honky and seeks
forcefully to intimidate or interfere with
or injure me because I am lawfully cam-
paigning for public office, then under this
bill, if it becomes law, he would be guilty.

Mr. HAYS. Do not try to take Stokely
away from me. If he comes into any-
body's district, I want kim in mine
to oppose me.

Mr. MacGREGOR. This bill will not
keep Rap Brown nut of your district.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Maryland has expired.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I will not take the full
5 minutes, but I think what has been said
here by some of our colleagues on the
Committee on the Judiciary indicates a
lack of understanding of the bill or of the
statement made by the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. Hays]l. He made the distine-
tion—and I think properly so—that this
was providing unequal protection under
the law for certain specified classes of
people. My friend from Maryland [Mr.
MarraIAS] says, “Oh, no. That is not true.
This protects people who want to vote. It
protects them from interference and so
forth.” But it does not do any such
thing.

You can interfere, insofar as this bill
is concerned, with any person in the
United States while voting or acting as a
poll watcher or going to a public school or
otherwise enjoying the privileges of the
programs of the United States and of the
various States in the field of employment
or otherwise so long as you do not do it
because of his race, color, religion, creed,
or national origin of the person for whom
you are working.
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So, this is not an equal protection law
application.

If one followed the rationale of this
bill, insofar as the Federal Government is
concerned, or insofar as the Congress of
the United States is concerned, there is
no interest in prohibiting interference,
intimidation or injury, unless it is done
because of race, religion, color, or nation-
al origin.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITENER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio.

Mr. HAYS. In other words, then the il-
lustration which was previously given by
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr,
MacGreGcor] would not apply in so long
as Mr. Carmichael did not refer to the
fact that the gentleman from Minnesota
was of the white race?

Mr. WHITENER. I think Carmichael
could throw tomatoes at members of his
own race campaigning for public office
until his arm fell off and the provisions
of this bill would never apply.

Mr. MAcGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITENER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota.

Mr. MAcGREGOR. In the hypothetical
situation which I proposed, I clearly said
that if one of these Black Muslims or
black power advocates who preach
racism should interfere on racial grounds
with my right to campaign for public of-
fice, then he would be guilty under the
provisions of this bill.

Mr. HAYS. Yes, but that is true so long
as he does not mention the fact that you
are white. If you were black, which of
course you are not, he would not be
guilty.

Mr. MACGREGOR. I think the gentle-
man from Ohio knows that this bill ap-
plies to the black power advocates as well
as to the white supremacists.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, in
conclusion, I would just say that my
friend, the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. MacGrecor] has strayed from the
point we were discussing.

I am interested in everyone having a
right to vote and to go to school, and in
having that right protected. I do not
think anyone who really believes in the
rights—if one wishes to call them civil
rights—of all the people would support
legislation which if adopted would pro-
vide that one could interfere with those
rights so long as they are not doing it on
the basis of race, creed, color, religion, or
national origin. If this bill is enacted
into law there would be no Federal
prosecution unless race, color, religion,
or national origin was involved in the
case.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I want only to speak
to the point raised by my distin-
guished colleague on the Judiciary
Committee, and say that if he is correct,
and if there are other reasons in this
country for which civil rights interfer-
ence episodes have occurred, other than
race, color, creed, religion, national ori-
gin, then I think we might as well suggest
some of these other reasons and that we
incorporate them by adding them to the
provisions of this bill.
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Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I yield to
the gentleman from North Carolina for
the purpose of enumerating those
factors.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, the
only thing I would say in reply to the
gentleman from Michigan is this—if he
is not familiar with some of the inter-
ferences that have gone on in many parts
of this country with reference to persons
voting and with reference to persons
acting as election officials, just to give an
example, then I do not wish to under-
take to educate the gentleman.

Mr, CONYERS. I thank the gentleman
from North Carolina for his contribu-
tion, but the gentleman has not elabo-
rated upon nor enumerated other per-
sons in America who because of their
race, color, religion, or national origin,
or for some other addifional reason, are
discriminated against or who need ecivil
rights protection.

Mr. McCORMACEK. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the distin-
guished Speaker of the House.

Mr. McCORMACEK. Mr. Chairman, it
seems to me this amendment would have
a weakening effect upon the provisions
of this bill that are already sound, and
on which there are plenty of precedents
in connection with the law. Practically
every other criminal law includes “at-
tempt to interfere with.” The protection
here is “knowingly.” The Government
has to prove “knowingly interferes with.”
And “to attempt to interfere with,” if
you exempt that you are nullifying for
all practical purposes the meaning and
significance of the word “interfere.”

In all of the laws, the attempt to do
something is usually a crime. The actual
effect is a crime. The attempt to commit
an assault is a crime, although in a sense
different language is used, the actual
assault is a erime.

Mr. Chairman, I respectfully submit to
my colleagues that it seems to me the
language incorporated in the bill is nec-
essary, is sound, it is rational, it is logi-
cal, and I hope the amendment will be
defeated.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I take this time in order
to ask questions of Members of the Com-
mittee, particularly the gentleman from
Colorado, as to just how far the pro-
visions of this bill reach. I would ask
the gentleman from Colorado to let me
put this hypothetical question to him:
Let us suppose there is a group of Negroes
deep in the rural southland who are or-
ganized, and who start meeting to work
for the rights which are constitutionally
guaranteed and protected by the terms
of the bill; that is, the right to vote, or
to qualify to vote, the right to enroll in
and attend any public school or public
college, et cetera; then one of the local
bigots, I believe the popular term is
“redneck,” starts holding counter meet-
ings and he gathers about him people of
like prejudice, and does a pretty good
job of agitating them.

Let us further assume the group of
Negroes are renting the upstairs over a
leading merchant’s store in town, and
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this bigot, or “redneck,” goes to the
merchant and says, “The white people in
this area are quite disturbed, and I think
you should cease renting your building
to this group of Negroes who are trying
to exercise their rights.”

Mr. Chairman, I would like to have
the opinion of the gentleman from Colo-
rado as to whether or not that bigot or
“redneck” would be guilty of a crime
under the provisions of this law.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ICHORD. Yes, I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Does the
gentleman have a copy of the bill before
him?

Mr. ICHORD. I do.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I direct the
gentleman’s attention to page 6, line 10,
where it says “whoever, whether or not
acting under color of law, by force or
threat of force, knowingly—.”

The proposition the gentleman has
put forth here——

Mr. ICHORD. Let me further state——

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Now, I
would ask the gentleman to wait just a
minute.

In what the gentleman has presented
so far he has left out the phrase “force
or threat of force.” Therefore, the case
described would not come within the four
squares of the bill.

Mr, ICHORD. Because he is merely
exercising his freedom of speech; is that
correct?

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. That is
right. He can say anything he wants to,
but whenever he uses force or threatens
to use force, then that is different. And
I may point out to the gentleman from
Missouri that a great deal of the misun-
derstanding of those jumping up and
down, talking about the bill is because
they do not understand this part of the
proposal.

Mr. ICHORD. Well, now, I do not want
the gentleman to get off on another
subject.

I am satisfied with the answer that the
gentleman has given.
thow permit me to ask another ques-

on.

The gentleman from Minnesota got
into the picture by saying, as I under-
stood him to say, that this bill is going
to prohibit or at least make it a crime
for Stokely Carmichael to call a white
man a honky; is that correct?

Mr. MacGREGOR. No; that is not what
I said. I would call the gentleman’s at-
tention to page 61 of the bill where, in
cluded in the list of activities sought to be
protected, the language reads:

* * * yoting or qualifiying to vote, qualify-

ing or campaigning as a candidate for elec-
tive office * * * .

And so on.

I happen to be of Scoteh-Irish descent
and I will be campaigning next year for
public office. That is a protected activity.
Now, if Stokely Carmichael enters my
district, or if one of the other black power
or black muslin advocates comes along,
and, unfortunately, we have them in
Minnesota, and if he knowingly by force
or a threat of force, because of my heri-
tage and background, I being a member
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of the white race and white in color, be-
cause I am a candidate for public office
and because he feels that only one with a
black skin ought to be elected from my
district, if he injures or intimidates me
or interferes with my campaigning, quite
obviously he is guilty under the terms of
this bill if it becomes law.

Mr. ICHORD. I understand the gentle-
man from Minnesota.

Let me further inquire of the gentle-
man from Minnesota. I am sure that the
Judiciary considered the long line of Su-
preme Court cases that have consistently
ruled against vagueness, and particularly
in penal statutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Missouri has expired.

Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 3 addi-
tional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. ICHORD. May I ask the gentle-
man from Minnesota this question?

I am sure the Committee on the Ju-
diciary considered the long line of Su-
preme Court cases consistently ruling
against vagueness, and particularly I
would point out to the gentleman from
Minnesota is this true in the case of
penal statutes and that is that no one
may be required at the peril of life, lib-
erty or property to speculate as to the
meaning of a penal statute or a statute
which either forbids or requires the do-
ing of an act in terms so vague that a
man of common intelligence must neces-
sarily guess at its meaning and differ as
to its application, and that such a statute
violates the first essential of due process
of law.

I am wondering that the gentleman
from Minnesota is not duly concerned
about the vagueness or ambiguity of the
term “interfere” or “attempt to inter-
fere with.” I have serious reservations as
to whether such language is constitu-
tional in a penal statute.

Mr. MAcGREGOR. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ICHORD. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. MacGREGOR. I respect the gen-
tleman’s knowledge of both the civil and
criminal law, and I respect his genuine
concern about vagueness in this matter.

May I say to the gentleman that the
subcommittee and the full committee did
address itself to this problem and did give
it consideration at length both last year
and this year.

By enumerating the eight specific ac-
tivities and by selecting the language on
pages 6 and 7 of the bill which particu-
larizes in specific detail the eight enum-
erated activities, we felt we were dealing
successfully with the problem of vague-
ness, particularly insofar as it has been
discussed by the Supreme Court in the
case of Screws against the United States
reported in 325 U.S. 91.

Mr. ICHORD. Would the gentleman
state that the term interference as used
in the bill would not be interference by
speech alone, for example, but must be
interference using force or threat of
force? Is that not true?
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Mr. MAcGREGOR. Yes; and it must
relate, along the lines of the gentleman’s
concern about vagueness and in connec-
tion with the Court’s decisions about
vagueness; to one of the eight enumer-
ated activities, and to no others.

Mr. CELLER, Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on the
so-called Hungate amendment and all
amendments thereto close at 2:35 o’clock
p.m.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. JoELsON].

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, I heard
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Haysl
say that we wish to pass a civil rights
bill annually. I would like to remind him
and my colleagues that we passed this
bill in this House in the last session with
a much stronger section having to do
with open housing. Perhaps if the Senate
had passed the same bill we would not
have the conditions which the extremists
are exploiting today.

The chairman of the Rules Committee
said yesterday that we need this bill
like a hole in the head. I would remind
him and my colleagues that there have
been people who have wound up with
holes in their heads because they tried
to exercise their civil rights and their
constitutional privileges. I think that this
bill, rather than being needed like a hole
in the head, is going to be needed to pro-
tect people from getting holes in the
head.

The bill that passed in the last session
was preceded by a hearing on the EKu
Klux Klan. I despise the Klan,. I despise
the black supremists and the white
supremists. I voted for the antiriot bill.
I am going to vote for this bill because
I believe in law and order and the Amer-
ican way of life.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
THOMPSON].

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of this
amendment. At a later date I am going
to have an amendment to attempt to
provide a degree of protection for our
law enforcement officers.

I should like to point out at this time
that a direct reading of the bill clearly
indicates that the officers who are at-
tempting to restrain the people who we
are told are outside the Capitol right now
would be in violation of this act. If you
refer to line 11, these officers may be at-
tempting by force to prevent a group of
Negroes who they know by their past
actions would like to come in and dis-
turb the business of this Capitol.

If you refer further to line 24, you will
see that anyone who interferes with a
person’s enjoyment of any facility ad-
ministered by the U.S. Government is
in violation of this act.

This Capitol is a facility administered
by the U.S. Government and if the po-
lice officers, by force, are attempting to
interfere with a group of marchers com-
ing on this Capitol, which is clearly with-
in the definition as set forth in section
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245, they are in violation of this act and
are subject to the eriminal penalties im-
posed. And if they cause even a skinned
knee of one of these people, they are sub-
ject to 10 years’ imprisonment. I feel
this is an undue burden to place on our
law enforcement officers.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New York [Mr.
MULTER].

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I think
it should be unnecessary to point out
that by enacting this bill, while we do
provide that these additional acts are
criminal acts, we do not by enacting this
bill thereby approve of any other con-
duct or rather misconduct which under
existing statutes is a violation of the
criminal law.

I cannot understand how anyone can
be willing to enact this bill with the
words:

‘Whoever, whether or not acting under color
;xr law, by force or threat of force, knowing-

y_

(a) injures, intimidates, or

with, * * * any person—

And would want to strike from the bill
by this amendment the words—

or attempts to interfere with * * * any per-
BONL * ® %

And at the same time leave in the bill
the words—

or attempts to injure or intimidate ¢ * *
any person.

If you say that any person who know-
ingly injures, intimidates, or interferes
with a person by force or threat of force,
should be punished, you should not ex-
cuse those who attempt by the same
means to interfere with a person. I think
the amendment is a bad amendment.
The language of the bill is very well
thought out. The bill should prevail as
reported and the amendment should be
defeated.

It is high time that we stopped quib-
bling about the language of this bill. We
debated it in the last Congress. We did it
again yesterday and again today.

“This bill is practically identical with
the bill we passed in the 89th Congress.

The commititee report including the
additional views clearly and fully ex-
plain the intent and purpose of this bill.

It is one more effort to show that the
Congress believes in law and order and
to the fullest extent possible we want
this country to continue to exist and to
prosper without disorder or civil com-
motion.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
ANDERSON].

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, on yesterday, Martin Luther King,
in announcing his call for a campaign of
mass civil disobedience, not only said he
is going to dislocate the functions of our
cities, but indicated that he is going to
shamelessly exploit the schoolchildren of
America by mass school boycotts. I would
like to ask some of the distinguished
members of this Committee whether or
not under section 245, where it forbids
anyone to interfere with someone be-
cause of his race or color, from enrolling
in or attempting to attend any public
school or public college—can I have some

interferes
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assurance that when I vote for this bill,
it is going to apply to Martin Luther
King or someone else who tries to exploit
the schoolchildren of this country by
attempting to keep them from attending
school? I wish I could get a reply from
2 member of the committee.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I yield to
the gentleman from Colorado.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, the answer is emphatically that if
Martin Luther King or anyone else who
forcibly interferes with or injures others
because of their race, color, or religion, or
national origin, while they are engaging
in protected activities specified in the
bill—then he would be subject to this
law.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. That is
precisely the reason he is going to use.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Then he
would be subject to this law.

Mr. ANDERSON of Ilinois. I hope he
reads the ReEcorp of this debate in this
House today.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. If he uses
force in this case.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Does the
gentleman not think there is inherent
intimidation or force for some school
child, 5 or 6 years old, to be told by an
adult not to go to school because he is
expected to further a school boycott
whether he has any understanding of the
issues involved or not.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. That would
be decided by the jury.

e CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Caseyl.

Mr. CASEY. Mr. Chairman, I want to
call to the attention of the Committee a
problem I see arising if this should be-
come law. I would like the distinguished
chairman of the committee or the gen-
tleman from Colorado to advise me. If
this should become law, and if next year
we have another civil rights bill before
this House—as we probably will have—
and one of my constituents were to write
and say, “If you vote for this 1968 civil
rights bill, you should be kicked, and I
am going to see that you get defeated,”
would he be guilty under this? We have
the threat of force, we have the intimi-
dation, and we have him trying to keep
a8 man from giving additional aid for
civil rights. Just answer me. Would the
constituent be guilty under this, with a
fine of $1,000 or a year in jail?

Mr. CELLER. I will say to the gentle-
man, if it involves race, color or creed,
and there is involved a degree of force,
then the man is guilty.

Mr. CASEY. As I read this, Mr. Chair-
man, it says “Whoever, whether or not
acting under color of law, by force, or
threat of force, knowingly”—and then
skipping down to paragraph (¢)—“in-
jures, intimidates”—and it does not say
anything about race or color—"“any pub-
lic official.”

Think about it.

The bill reads on page 6, line 10, “Who-
ever, whether or not acting under color
of law, by force or threat of force,
knowingly—.”

And then taking up on line 21 of page
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8, paragraph (C), “injures, intimidates,
interferes with, or attempts to injure, in-
timidate, or interfere with any public of-
ficial or other person to discourage him
from affording another person or any
class of persons equal treatment in par-
ticipating or seeking to participate in any
of such benefits or activities without dis-
crimination on account of race, color, re-
ligion, or national origin, or because he
has afforded another person or class of
persons equal treatment in so participat-
ing or seeking to so participate—shall be
fined not more than $1,000 or impris-
oned not more than one year, or bo

You will note that race, color, creed
has no bearing on any violation of this
section. To be guilty of this section of the
bill, one only needs to endeavor to intim-
idate or interfere with a public official
through force or threat of force.

In my hypothetical situation, you have
all the elements; threat of force—my
constituent threatened to kick me—and
intimidation—he also intends to defeat
me.

In my opinion, this is a little harsh
penalty for a strong expression of a con-
stitutent’s opinion. I would hope that the
Committee would make some amend-
ments in this regard.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
HuNGATE].

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Chairman, the
distinguished Members of this body have
explained my amendment so much better
than I could that I simply solicit their
support, and I yield back the balance of
my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New York to
conclude the debate.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment would weaken the provisions
of the bill for reasons that have already
been expressed. I do not want to repeat
them. I hope this amendment will not be
agreed to.

A lot has been said about this bill.
Somebody voiced the opinion that if it is
passed, it will not be adopted by the Sen-
ate. That is the business of the Senate.
If we exercise, in our judegment, rare
wisdom and acumen, and the other body
persists in its opposition to our wisdom,
that is their lookout. We have nothing to
do with that. This is a separate body, and
we act independently of the other body.

I am quite sure that this bill is going
to pass, because it is long overdue. It pro-
vides protection against anyone, black
or white, who seeks to pursue his consti-
tutional rights under these so-called
eight categories which are specifically
mentioned.

If that pursuit is interfered with be-
cause of race or color and by force or
violence, there is a violation of the act.
It is as simple as that, and I am quite
sure the reaction will be favorable on the
part of the membership of the House.

The CHATRMAN, All time has expired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. HUNGATE].

The question was taken and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. HuNcATE) there
were—ayes 71, noes 68.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand tellers.
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Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr, HUNGATE
and Mr. CELLER.

The Committee again divided, and the
tellers reported that there were—ayes
114, noes 104.

So the amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CRAMER

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Cramer: On
page 6, line 10, preceding the word “Who-
ever”, insert the letter “(a)” and on page 9,
line 10, insert a new subsection:

“(b) As used in this section, the term
‘engaged In speech or peaceful assembly’
shall not mean the urging, instigating or in-
citing of other persons to riot or to commit
any act of violence in furtherance of a riot.”

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Florida is recognized for 5 minutes
in support of his amendment.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I will
be glad to yield to the chairman of the
committee. However, I want to discuss
this amendment for a couple of minutes
to make certain it is understood what is
being done. I will be glad to yield.

Mr. CELLER. I want to state that
while I think the amendment is needless,
the amendment is acceptable.

Mr. CRAMER. Then, Mr. Chairman, I
understand the chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary accepts the
amendment?

Mr. CELLER. I do.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAMER. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, we
are pleased on this side of the aisle to
accept the amendment.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I just
want to make sure that everyone knows
what this amendment provides, should it
be adopted. My remarks shall be very
brief.

However, Mr. Chairman, I feel that this
is one of the most important areas that
has been discussed in this legislation and
that is where any assistance, any pos-
sible defense or any support is given to
those who are creating riots or aiding,
abetting, or inciting others to riot, and
that is the reason why this amendment
has been offered to this legislation.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is in-
tended to make certain that this legisla-
tion if finally adopted does not do so and,
particularly, that by your vote on this
bill with this amendment you are not in
any way being inconsistent with your
vote on the antiriot bill which was passed
on the floor of this House just recently.

Mr. Chairman, in order to make cer-
tain that that is the case, this amend-
ment is offered to assure no license or as-
sistance is given to anyone inciting a riot,
because of the reference which has been
made to “speech and peaceful assembly”
in the bill itselff—and I am glad to see
that the amendment is agreed to by the
managers of the bill on both sides of the
aisle.

Mr. Chairman, I am hopeful that this
will lay to rest, at least, as it relates to
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speech and peaceable assembly, the prob-
lem, especially as to whether it will give
any aid or assistance to or condone the
preachments of insurrection by Rap
Brown or Stokely Carmichael—to whom
none of us want to give this aid and as-
sistance.

Mr, Chairman, I just want to make this
one point and then I am finished: I am
utterly amazed that anyone who claims
to serve the cause of the minorities and
other elements of this Nation, and who
are interested in the cause of ecivil
rights—I am utterly amazed that they
would choose this day during which this
legislation is under consideration for
Martin Luther King to call for “massive
civil disobedience” and for him to sug-
gest that there ‘“could be marches on
Washington by thousands,” and for him
to say that he “intends to adopt a cam-
paign of civil disobedience in order fo
upset the operations of a city without de-
stroying it.”

Mr. Chairman, that is insurrection.

I am utterly amazed that on this very
day when we have this bill under con-
sideration those who claim to serve the
best interest of the minorities and who
should be interested in the passage of
this legislation, were recently banded
together on the steps of the Capitol it-
self, and this attempted dramatization
jeopardizing its passage. Also, that on
this very occasion Rap Brown should in
effect threaten again fo “come fo the
Capital of the United States and take it
over.”

Mr., Chairman, these are the persons
who are doing a disservice to the ecivil
rights movement in America. And if this
bill is in trouble today, I say to you in
all sincerity, that these statements by
these people and these acts are partially,
if not largely, responsible as are those
who are inciting riots and violent eivil
disturbances.

I think they have a degree of respon-
sibility. This Congress of the United
States has accepted and is accepting its
responsibility. I think it is time that they
accept their responsibility.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Florida has expired.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorp.

The CHAIRMAN., Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Chairman, the
Nation is in the midst of another hot,
turbulent summer. Violence, arson, and
looting—lawlessness in general—has
taken place in far too many of our com-
munities. Neighborhoods are being de-
stroyed and lives are being needlessly
lost. This is in every sence a national
tragedy and unfortunately it has taken
place in the Negro areas and slum areas
of our communities.

Studies and investigations have been
undertaken to determine the causes, the
reasons and the roots of the situation
which have given rise to this lawless-
ness. Much already has been said and
written about the situation. We all de-
plore what has happened; we agree that
this lawlessnes is not to be tolerated;
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and, we agree that those responsible are
to be condemned.

Whether answers will be found to all
the questions raised by these events, it is
uncertain to say or speculate. It must be
borne in mind, however, that we are deal-
ing with human beings—their hopes,
desires, and emotions.

We must recognize that the instiga-
tors of these actions are a small, but
vocal and violent group—hoodlums real-
ly—and do not represent or speak for
the decent Negro families in any neigh-
borhood, community, city, or in our coun-
try.

As a representative of many thousands
of Negro residents in the First Congres-
sional Distriet of Pennsylvania, which I
have the honor to represent, I feel I must
speak out in their behalf.

I know these people and am proud to
represent them. I live among them. They
have been and are now neighbors of
mine—people whom I am proud to have
as neighbors. They are decent, upright
citizens and members of the community
and society; raising wonderful families
and adhering to the Golden Rule. And, I
can say, with full knowledge of their at-
titude, that they abhor the actions of
the bigots within their own race and are
unalterably opposed to the riots and de-
struction and waste of life and prop-
erty—as any other human naturally
would be.

An editorial in the Philadelphia In-
quirer of Tuesday, August 8, 1967, clearly
indicates the opinions and attitudes of
the millions of Negroes in our couniry.

Trey Don't Forrow RAP BrROWN

The kind of performance H. Rap Brown
put on in New York on Sunday, urging a
Black Power *“show of force” at a rally of
15600 cheering, stomping Negroes, and de-
claring that the recent riots were only “dress
rehearsals for revolution,” gains attention
because of its sensational, inflammatory
nature.

Brown is chairman of the Student Non-
violent Coordinating Committee; he is un-
der indictment for incitement to riot in
Cambridge, Md.; and he goes around the
country calling on Negroes to arm against
the “honky conspiracy” and referring to the
President of the U.S. as an “outlaw” and
“lynching Johnson.”

At about the same time that Rap Brown
was putting on his latest exhibition of racist
hate, the executive committee of the AM.E.
Zion Church, which is said to represent a
million Negro Methodists, condemned the
Black Power concept and praised President
Johnson's efforts on behalf of American
Negroes.

The committee, concluding a three-day
meeting in Brooklyn, lssued a manifesto
counseling a return to nonviolent militancy
by civil rights groups.

“We will not be intimidated by the so-
called Black Power,” the manifesto states,
“so we will not be intimidated by the so-
called white backlash."”

The backlash is a product of black radi-
calism of the Rap Brown variety and, while
it is aimed at the whole Negro community,
it actually aids and abets the Rap Browns
by stirring up further racial division and tur-
moil—the stuff upon which the Black Fower
extremists feed.

The statement issued by the Negro Metho-
dist group is so much more important than
the repetitious ravings of Rap Brown because
it shows again that the great majority of
Negroes want their rights—but have no in-
tention of following riot-strewn leadership
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of the preachers of violence in attempting to
gain them.

It is essential to keep in mind the fact
that the rioters, the arsonists, the snipers,
the looters, and their fanatic leaders are only
a very small fraction of the great body of
American Negroes.

Mr. Chairman, national Negro leaders
have also spoken out against the vio-
lence; pleading for an end to the destruc-
tion of their own communities, because
it is they that are hurt and suffer the
most. And it is the segregationist and
his kind that stand on high and look
down and snicker at the self-destruction
and self-defeat brought on by the ignor-
ant and intolerable acts of those who
preach violence.

The desire of the vast, vast majority
of the Negroes, as it is of the vast, vast
majority of all the citizens of the United
States, is to live together, work together,
pray together, build together and bring
peace—not only to their own community
and the United States but throughout the
world.

However, we are all children of God,
regardless of the color of our skin, and
must be treated equally. Everyone, in this
land of ours, must be given the opportu-
nity for employment and education;
must have decent, safe and sanitary
housing; and, must be able to enjoy the
wealth of this great country.

Mr. Chairman, this is a time to re-
flect and to reason—+to give understand-
ing to those who have suffered. And it
is a time for the people of America to
act so as to provide the tools necessary
for all to assume the responsibilities of
good citizens.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on the
bill and all amendments thereto conclude
at 3:15.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I object.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on the
bill and all amendments thereto conclude
at 3:30.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

Mr. HAYS. I object.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. MATHIAS of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment which
has been accepted both by the chairman
of the committee and the ranking minor-
ity member of the committee I feel re-
states the language of the amendments
on this subject, the language of the Su-
preme Court in Feiner against New York
and in the most recent case of Cox
against Louisiana. I feel that in light of
those opinions, taken together with the
legislative history, this may prove to be a
very valuable amendment which has been
offered by he distinguished gentleman
from Florida [Mr. CRAMER].

In Feiner v. New York (340 U.S. 315
at 321), the Supreme Court said that
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demonstrations lose their constitutional
protections if the participants engage in
violence or, short of that, when a speaker
“passes the bounds of argument or per-
suasion and undertakes incitement to
riot.”

In Cox against Louisiana the Supreme
Court said:

Nothing we have sald here or in No. 24,
ante, i1s to be interpreted as sanctioning
riotous conduct in any form or demonstra-
tions, however peaceful their conduct or
commendable their motives, which conflict
with properly drawn statutes and ordinances
designed to promote law and order, protect
the community against disorder, regulate
traffic, safeguard legitimate Iinterests in
private and public property, or protect the
administration of justice and other essential
governmental functions.

Liberty can only be exercised in a system
of law which safeguards order. We reaffirm
the repeated holdings of this Court that our
constitutional command of free speech and
assembly is basic and fundamental and en-
compasses peaceful soclal protest, so impor-
tant to the preservation of the freedoms
treasured in a democratic soclety. We also
reaffirm the repeated decisions of this Court
that there is no place for violence in a demo-
cratic society dedicated to liberty under law,
and that the right of peaceful protest does
not mean that everyone with opinions or be-
lefs to express may do so at any time and
at any place. There is a proper time and
place for even the most peaceful protest and
a plain duty and responsibility on the part
of all citizens to obey all valid laws and reg-
ulations. There is an equally plain require-
ment for laws and regulations to be drawn
80 as to give citizens fair warning as to what
is illegal; for regulation of conduct that in-
volves freedom of speech and assembly not
t0 be so broad in scope as to stifie First
Amendment freedoms, which “need breath-
ing space to survive,” NAACP v, Button, 371
U.S. 415, 433; for appropriate limitations on
the discretion of public officials where speech
and assembly are intertwined with regulated
conduct; and for all such laws and regula-
tions to be applied with an equal hand. We
believe that all of these requirements can be
met In an ordered soclety dedicated to 1ib-
erty. We reafirm our conviction that
“[f]lreedom and viable government are . . .
indivisible concepts.” Gibson v, Florida Leg-
islative Comm., 8372 U.S. 539, 546,

Thus it is that the language of this
amendment is not inconsistent with the
settled expressions of law and merits the
support that has been announced for it.

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I stand before the mem-
bership of this body appalled by the fact
that the most vicious, hate-filled, de-
structive statement in the field of human
relations that I have seen, read, or heard
in many years had to emanate from the
largest eity within my district. I refer, of
course, to the statement contained in the
monthly newsletter of the Student Non-
violent Coordinating Committee pub-
lished in Atlanta. I assure you that nei-
ther this organization nor its statement
is representative of the Fifth District of
Georgia.

It was this statement which shocked
Americans everywhere by charging that
the State of Israel has become an imita-
tor of Nazi oppressors. To charge that a
people who have withstood more terror-
ism from Arabs than you and I can imag-
ine are now deliberate murderers of Arab
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men, women, and children, is the most
distorted, twisted, malignant reasoning
that I have ever seen.

That such a statement should come
from a minority group aimed at another
minority group which has consistently
fought for the rights of other minorities
is more than ample proof to me that the
organization which issued this despicable
statement, and those who have espoused
its policies, are totally unworthy of any
further recognition as a responsible,
American group.

The harsh words of the SNCC news-
letter clearly showed that this organiza-
tion is not attempting to build better
human relations, but is seeking to spoil,
destroy, tear down, and create havoc in
the area of race relations not only in
America, but throughout the world. They
have become vultures on the interna-
tion scene. They are not attempting to
build better human feelings but instead
are seeking to absolutely polarize racial
ill feeling throughout the world.

Though I am unable to produce any
tangible evidence of Communist influ-
ence in the SNCC group, I can certainly
conclude from the statement of these
black power leaders, and any other logi-
cal person can do so, that this organiza-
tion has become totally un-American
and anti-American in its concept, its
outlook, its course of action, its intent,
and its design. It is obvious that SNCC
intends to follow a course of action from
here on out that is intended to destroy
our way of life as we know it and bring
about the substitution of another way of
life similar to that which exists in Fidel
Castro’s Cuba, Mao’s Red China, or the
Soviet Union.

And I am sorry to see that even the
more restrained civil rights leaders, such
as Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., who is
also a constituent of mine, are being
drawn into the camp of these advocates
of hate. Dr. King’s statement of yester-
day to the effect that nonviolent activity
no longer is sound and that massive civil
disobedience is now the order of the day,
is reprehensible, irresponsible, and
borders on insurrection. It is indeed
tragic that these men who have set them-
selves up as leaders in the drive for hu-
man rights have now set out on a course
of human wrongs that will destroy every
major gain in the field of human rela-
tions that this Nation has made in recent
years.

They have turned upon the Jewish
people—the very people who have for so
long been their benefactors—and they
are seeking to destroy the urban areas
whose leaders have worked so hard to
improve their position in life.

Mr. Chairman, we cannot allow these
advocates of hate and chaos to control
this Nation and further damage the race
relations in this country and our image
throughout the world. The time has
come when responsible men of good will
must realize that disorder and diatribe
do not, cannot and never will bring about
any worthwhile improvement in man-
kind’'s relationship with each other.

Mr. MAcCGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Yes, I
yield to the gentleman.
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Mr. MacGREGOR. Mr, Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I commend the gentle-
man from Florida [Mr. CrRamer] for of-
fering the amendment which we are
about to adopt. It improves the bill and
strengthens the bill, and it increases the
majority which the bill will have on final
passage.

Again I commend the gentleman for
this clarifying language, and I support
the amendment strongly.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on the
bill and all amendments thereto conclude
at 5 minutes to 4.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection to
?e krequest. of the gentleman from New

ork.

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I
object.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I object.

Mr. CELLER. Mr, Chairman, I now
move that all debate on the bill and all
amendments thereto conclude at 5 min-
utes to 4.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman withhold his motion in order
that we might defermine how many
amendments are pending at the Clerk’s
desk?

Mr. CELLER. There are about five
amendments.

Mr. WRIGHT. In other words, there
would be about 20 minufes’ debate on
each amendment,

Mr. WAGGONNER. There is no guar-
antee there would be no other amend-
ments.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state
there are approximately 10 amendments
presently at the Clerk’s desk, a number
of which are to be offered by the same
Member.

Mr. WRIGHT. Then there would be
something less than 6 minutes of debate
to each amendment.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Chairman, a par-
liamentary inquiry,

The CHAIRMAN., The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Chairman, if T un-
derstand correctly there is a motion to
close debate at a certain time?

Mr. CELLER. At 5 minutes to 4.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
New York has made a motion to close all
debate at 5 minutes to 4.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Chairman, a fur-
ther parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Chairman, is that
motion debatable?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state
the motion is not debatable.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, a point of
order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his point of order.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, the point
of order is that there is an amendment
pending, the point of order being can we
have another motion intervene to close
debate?

Mr. Chairman, I make the point of
order that the gentleman’s motion is out
of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state
that the Chair will have to overrule the
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gentleman’s point of order because a
motion may be made on the amendment,
or to close debate, at any time after de-
bate has been had on the pending amend-
ment.

Mr, HAYS. Mr. Chairman, a further
point of order.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, it is my
understanding that a motion may be
made to close debate on an amendment.
But this motion is to close debate on the
bill and all amendments thereto.

The CHAIRMAN. It happens that the
Committee of the Whole is considering
an amendment which is a committee
amendment, and the motion made by the
gentleman from New York under the
circumstances is in order.

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Chairman, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Chairman, up to
this time all of the amendments that
have been presented have been offered
by members of the Committee on the
Judiciary. Those of us who are not priv-
ileged to serve on that committee and
as a consequence do not readily receive
recognition have to wait until later to
gain recognition to try to present an
amendment.

If this motion passes at this time, am
I to conclude that those who are not
serving on the Committee on the Judi-
ciary will virtually be precluded from
having a complete and exhaustive de-
bate on their particular amendments?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state
that the amendment pending before the
Committee is not made by the gentle-
man from New York but by the gentle-
man from Florida and is made by a
Member who is not a member of the
committee.

The Chair must also state that the
gentleman’s inquiry is not a parliamen-
tary inquiry.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, a further
point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr, HAYS. Mr. Chairman, if I under-
stood the Chairman correctly, he said
that the motion that was pending was
a committee amendment and therefore
for that reason the motion of the gen-
tleman from New York was in order.

Upon inquiry of the gentleman from
Florida, he says that this is not a com-
mittee amendment that is pending.

The CHATRMAN. The Chair did not
make himself clear.

The rule which the House adopted
earlier provided that the substitute com-
mittee amendment would be considered
as an original bill. Therefore, we have
been discussing in Committee of the
Whole the substitute committee amend-
ment to which the gentleman from
Florida offered an amendment.

The question is on the motion made by
the gentleman from New York [Mr. CeL-
LEr] that all debate on the substitute
committee amendment and all amend-
ments thereto close at 5 minutes to 4.

Mr. POFF. Mr. Chairman, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.
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mThe CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. POFF. Mr. Chairman, under the
motion as it has been put, will the vote
occur on the amendments as they are
offered, or will they occur seriatim at the
conclusion of the time fixed in the mo-
tion?

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair will try
to put the question on the amendments
in an orderly fashion. In other words,
they will be taken on the amendments
as offered.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I with-
draw the motion.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I object.
The gentleman cannot withdraw the mo-
tion without getting unanimous consent,
s0 I object.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.

Mr. DOWDY, Mr. Chairman, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Chairman, would it
be in order to move that the clock be
stopped?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has no
control over that.

The question is on the motion offered
by the gentleman from New York [Mr.
CELLER].

The question was faken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, I
demand tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. Ropino and
Mr, WAGGONNER.

The Committee divided, and the tellers
reported that there were—ayes 76, noes
112,

So the motion was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Florida [Mr. CRAMER].

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
flg;l;l Louisiana is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman,
this amendment has to do with the free-
dom of assembly. I wish to ask a question
of the chairman of the full committee.
The subject of this legislation is “Penal-
ties for interference with civil rights.” It
begins by stating in section 245—

Whoever, whether or not acting under
color of law, by force or threat of force,
knowingly—

I skip down to subparagraph (b) on
page 8—

(b) injures, Intimidates, or interferes
with, or attempts to injure, intimidate, or
interfere with any person

I skip further to subitem (2) in sub-
paragraph (b):
(2) because he has so participated or sought
to so participate, or urged or aided others to
so participate, or engaged in speech or peace-
ful assembly opposing any denial of the op-
portunity to so participate; or

The gentleman understands the lan-
guage to that point. The question is this.

I am a Methodist by faith. Under the lan-
guage of this bill as written by the com-
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mittee, would I, my preacher, or any
member of my congregation, or any law-
fully elected peace officer be in violation
of this act if he denied Martin Luther
King, Rap Brown, Stokely Carmichael,
or any other civil rights advocate the
right to come to my church on Sunday
morning and make a civil rights speech?

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, the case
the gentleman has put has nothing to
do with denying the man his civil rights
by force or violence. That is not the case.
If I, Martin Luther King, or Carmichael,
or the gentleman from Louisiana are
guilty of force or violence hecause of
race or color, of preventing a man from
pursuing his eight rights under these
eight categories, we are in violation of
the law.

Mr. WAGGONNER. The language of
the bill says if he seeks to participate
and he is prevented from participating,
if he is interfered with, then one will
be in violation of the law by interfering.

Mr, CELLER. Mr, Chairman, that sec-
tion of the law the gentleman speaks of
refers to civil rights workers, and civil
rights workers must be protected. There
is no race required there or interfer-
ence with a civil rights worker, who, in
turn, seeks to protect those who are be-
ing pursued and victimized because of
their race or color by force or violence,
while they are also pursuing or engag-
ing in one of these eight particular cate-
gories.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Then I ask of the
chairman what the sifuation would be if
that civil rights advocate was denied en-
trance to the church?

Mr. CELLER. And he at the time was
helping or seeking to help others who
were pursuing their civil rights, and he
was urging them to pursue their eivil
rights, there would be a violation of the
Iaw.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman,
with the admission of that answer, how
can any man who believes in freedom of
religion vote for this legislation? Let
your conscience be your guide.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
Ifrom Florida [Mr. CRAMER].

The amendment was agreed to.

FREFERENTIAL MOTION OFFERED BY MR. HAYS

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I offer a
preferential motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Havs moves that the Committee do
now rise and report the bill back to the
House with the recommendation that the
enacting clause be stricken out.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I think my
credentials on civil rights are just about
as good as those of anybody around here.
I voted for every single civil rights bill
that has been before this House in 19
years, and I have voted against, I be-

lieve, every crippling amendment and

every amendment that was not supported
by the committee with the exception of
the amendment which was just offered
by the gentleman from Missouri. But
while the chairman of this committee,
who is protesting how interested he is
in civil rights, is trying to deprive the
House of adequate debate on the amend-
ments to this bill, I hope I can vote for
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this bill, and I have every intention—or
I had every intention—of voting for it
if it has a couple of amendments, one
of which has been adopted. But I am not
afraid to vote against it as a protest to
this kind of deprivation, if we please, of
our civil rights.

The chairman wants to give Rap
Brown and Stokely Carmichael and, yes,
Martin Luther King the right to advo-
cate, if necessary, not only violence and
the murder of the President of the United
States, but anything else they want to
say, and cover them under the authority
of the law; but he does not want to give
this House an hour to debate this bill
and offer amendments to it.

Now, we have had one amendment—
two, now, with the one that just passed—
and I understand there are 10 more

pending.

What is the chairman afraid of? Is
he afraid of this mob which is at present
being restrained from entering the gal-
lery to put on a demonstration? Does
he want to get the debate over before
they break the police lines and get here?

Why, we have sat around this House
until 8 or 9 or 10—yes, even midnight—
already this session to debate a bill
which had less import and less impact
than this legislation would have.

I repeat, I would like to vote for the
bill, but I would like to have it debated.
I would like to have the amendments
offered. And I would like to have an op-
portunity for the authors to explain
them.

I hope that any further attempts to
close off debate within the next 2 or 3
hours will be voted down. If we do get
choked off, and if we do get our civil
rights taken away from us, and if we do
get our freedom of speech taken away,
then I am not afraid to vote against this
bill, and I am not afraid of the political
consequences.

Mr. CAHILL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the preferential motion.

Mr. Chairman, I hestitate to take any
further time, but, even though I am a
member of the minority party, I cannot
sit still and hear the chairman of the
Judieciary Committee of the House of
Representatives accused of violating the
civil rights of anyone.

In the 8 years I have been in the Con-
gress of the United States, whether one
agrees with him or whether one does not,
any fairminded Member will concede
that no man has been a greater cham-
pion of the civil rights of all citizens of
the United States than the chairman of
the Judiciary Commitiee.

Second, let me say something else
which perhaps you who are not on the
Judiciary Committee do not understand.

Nobody is more patient, nobody is
more generous, nobody is more under-
standing of the other man’s point of
view, whether he agrees with him or
whether he does not, than the gentle-
man from New York. Just the other day
1 had the occasion to violently disagree
with him and he with me, yet he was the
first man in the House of Representa-
E:gs to come over to me and shake my

d

I cio not know what the gentleman
from Ohio has in mind, but by observa-
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tion is this: I would hope that the House
of Representatives would conduct itself
as the Congress of the United States
should. I would hope it would discuss
the merits of this bill and save the cam-
paign oratory for November.

Just the other day I had an occasion
to attack a newspaper for what I felt was
an unfair insinuation which harmed the
image of the Congress of the United
States. Well, perhaps today, if the con-
duct I observe here continues, I shall
have to take that back, because we our-
selves may be doing ourselves more harm
by this demonstration than anyone else
can do to us.

I would suggest we get to the merits of
the bill, that we discuss the amendments
on their merits, and permit the politics
3f the matter to remain until a later

ate.

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CAHILL, I am glad to yield to the
gentleman from South Carolina.

Mr. WATSON. Since the gentleman
said he would prefer to get on with the
heart of the matter and discussion of the
amendments, I am sure the gentleman
will go along with us in not cutting off
debate by allowing adeguate debate on
the amendments.

Mr. CAHILL. Well, I would say that, in
my judgment, we have been discussing a
bill that everybody understands for ap-
proximately 2 days. We have had more
quorum calls and more dilatory tactics
and more delay in 2 days of what should
have been adequate general debate than
I have seen in several years. So I would
say we have discussed it enough. The
general debate is over; let us get to the
amendments and a vote.

Mr. WATSON. The gentleman cer-
tainly does not know what is contained
in my amendment, and we are only ask-
ing for full and complete opportunity to
explain them in the democratic tradition.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the preferential motion.

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, I
demand tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. Hays and
Mr. RoDpINO.

The Committee divided, and the tellers
reported that there were—ayes 54, noes
2 i B

So the preferential motion was re-
jected.

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, in the light of the vio-
lence that has been disturbing the peace
and welfare of this Nation for the past
several months, it seems poor judgment
to be considering a bill such as this,
especially at this time.

It is already been developed in the pre-
ceding debate on this bill that it is here
before us at this time as an antidote to
counteract the antiriot bill which the
House passed a few days ago. There is a
halfhearted denial that the purpose of
this proposal is to counteract the first;
in this connection, it will be noted that
the Department of Justice for some rea-
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son best known to its officialdom, desper-
ately opposes the enactment of the anti-
riot bill, and presently has it stalled in
the other body. It will be further remem-
bered that the Assistant Attorney Gen-
eral who leads the fight against the riot-
curbing bill is the same assistant who
presided in furnishing transportation at
the expense of the Federal taxpayers to
the “demonstrators” in Alabama, and
who served as parade marshal for the
“marchers” in Mississippi.

Neither the Congress as a whole, nor
either House, has any enforcement
power; all we can do is enact a law, and
it is up to the Attorney General and his
Department of Justice to enforce it. The
House of Representatives has done all it
can toward enactment of the antiriot bill.
If that bill should survive the other body
and the White House, and if we can
judge the future from the past, it will, to
say the least, not be enthusiastically en-
forced by the Department of Justice; and
there we find the basic reason for this
bill to be before us today. This bill, if
enacted, will make State and local law
enforcement officers, sheriffs, police, con-
stables, and State police and guardsmen
liable to prosecution for a Federal of-
fense, at the whim of the Attorney Gen-
eral, for any arrest they might make to
prevent or stop a riot, or to prevent or
stop an incitement of a riot, such arrests
made would be at their own peril, and
at the risk of being committed to a Fed-
eral penitentiary for so doing.

It seems to me law enforcement of-
ficers are presently under more restraint
and suffering more from intimidation
than they can endure and still perform
their duties, and this bill would only fur-
ther intimidate them. This intimidation
from the Federal judiciary and from the
Department of Justice has continually
grown over the past decade, and Con-
gress would make a serious mistake to
put this further oppressive power in the
hands of the Attorney General. This bill,
if enacted, would well become known as
the “right to riot” act of 1967.

I believe it to be commonly accepted
that the destructive riots of the past few
months were not controlled by reason of
the fact that local and State officers and
guardsmen failed to take adequate and
prompt action for a combination of two
reasons, either they were under orders
not to do so, or feared to do so. This bill,
if enacted, would only increase that
hesitancy and fear. They and their over-
seeing officials would feel compelled to
first get the approval of the Federal
Attorney General before taking any ac-
tion—and who knows how long it would
take to get it, or whether they would get
it. In the meantime their cities would
have been looted and burned, and rioters
dispersed of their own accord because
there was nothing else to steal or burn.

For some years, high officials have been
favorably speaking of revolution, and for
discontented and malcontented to take
their gripes to the streets; some preach-
ers have been preaching the right to dis-
obey and violate any laws with which
they disagree, and to obey only such laws
as are agreeable; during those years their
urgings have been borne fruit, and we
have seen the violations rapidly progress
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from *sit-ins,” trespassing on private
property, through massive demonstra-
tions, to riots, looting, and guerrilla war-
fare in our cities, all condoned in one
way or another by the Government. And
it will be observed that these various
violations differ, one from the other, only
in degree.

In the sit-ins, when local officers ar-
rested trespassers for the unlawful use
of a person’s property against his will,
the Federal courts promptly freed the
defendants, condoning and supporting
their unlawful actions; in the massive
“demonstrations” and “marches,” the
Federal Department of Justice furnished
advisers to direct and encourage; and
the present rioting is aided and abetted,
according to reports from most of the
affected areas, by “poverty” employees.
As stated, the principle in the unlawful
trespass is the same, except in degree,
as in the stealing, burning, or other de-
struction of the property of another.

Now, would this bill, if enacted, be used
in aid of rioters? We have an omen which
may give a look at the future. In the re-
cent riot in Cambridge, Md., the rioters
after being incited to do so by Rap
Brown, burned a school building and
some two blocks of other buildings. The
Maryland officials are making a serious
attempt to prosecute the offenders, have
arrested a number of them, and are seek-
ing extradition of Rap Brown, who fled
to Virginia. He was first arrested by Fed-
eral officials, but was promptly freed by
a Federal court. He was then arrested by
Virginia officers and is now awaiting ex-
tradition. In the meantime he was given
the use of a District of Columbia church
to make another inflammatory speech,
urging burning and killing, Still the At-
torney General makes no move to prose-
cute him under presently existing Fed-
eral laws.

And what has been going on as this
was transpiring? Attorneys for Rap
Brown and the others involved in Cam-
bridge have said they will ask the Federal
courts to stop the prosecutions on the
ground that the defendants were ar-
rested to “‘utilize the processes of the law
to prevent articulation of civil rights.” I
hope the Federal courts will not hold
that arson and rioting are “civil rights,”
but those courts and Federal officials
have permitted the use of a person’s
property against his will, and other dep-
redations against the public peace in the
name of “civil rights.”

And this bill would give a statutory
base for the claim that a defendant was
prevented by the arresting officer from
“articulating civil rights,” and would ef-
fectively nullify the purpose of the anti-
riot bill, because, among other things, it
would make a peace officer liable to crim-
inal punishment for arresting a person
who was “articulating civil rights,” and
certainly, as in the Cambridge cases, any
person who might be arrested for riot-
ing, arson, or looting would claim that
he was merely articulating civil rights.
It would be the arresting officer who
would be confronted with trial and the
possibility of Federal incarceration for
performing his duty to protect the lives,
persons, and property of the law abiding.

The people of this country are full to
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the brim and overflowing with their con-
cern over crime and violence. I believe
fully two-thirds would say it is the chief
public concern as of this date. I have
heard, as you have, discussions of how
it came that Ronald Reagan was over-
whelmingly elected Governor of Califor-
nia. I believe it was the direct result of
the concern about crime and violence.
There were the riots in Watts, the “dem-
onstrations” in San Francisco and the
student riots at the university, and
threats of more of the same. The people
had all they wanted, and their resent-
ment of the situation spilled over into the
elections.

No government can survive unless it
is willing and able to take effective steps
against crime in all of its aspects. It is
the paramount duty of government to
protect its citizens from the depredations
of criminals. Crime, riots, and guerrilla
warfare are prima facie evidence of fail-
ure.

The people of this country do not want
law-enforcement officers further intim-
idated, as this bill would do. They want
their Government to be their protector—
not their enemy. If this bill is passed by
this House, I sincerely believe that our
people will feel that the House of Rep-
resentatives of the U.8S. Congress has
placed its stamp of approval on the pre-
vailing conditions in the embattled cities
of this land.

It is sad to contemplate that in this
year of our Nation’s history, television
and magazine and newspaper photog-
raphers can photograph vandals and
looters in the very act of committing
their erimes, while the police and guards-
men stand by, under orders from their
mayors and other superiors not to inter-
fere with or attempt to arrest the loot-
ers. This bill would further aggravate
this already disastrous situation, and
should be defeated, and I urge.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WRIGHT

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WricHT: On
page 9, line 4, after the word *“participate”,
add a semicolon and the following: “or,

*“(d) injures, intimidates, interferes with,
or attempts to injure, intimidate or inter-
fere with (1) any public official acting or
attempting to act in the performance of his
duty to carry out the purposes of this Act
or to prevent or abate a riot or to give aid
or shelter to those endangered by a rlot, or
(2) any law enforcement officer making or
attempting to make a lawful arrest to carry
out the p of this Act or to prevent
or abate & riot or violent civil disturbance or
acts of lawl or viol in furtherance
thereof or attendant thereto, or (3) any fire-
man attempting to extinguish a fire created
by any disturbance resulting from a civil
rights protest—"

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, a point
of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his point of order.

Mr, CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I make
the point of order that the amendment
is not germane.

Mr. Chairman, I will go to the ger-
maneness of the amendment in a mo-
ment, but first I want to tell the distin-
guished author of the amendment that if
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the amendment is germane I shall not
oppose it.

Mr, Chairman, I believe the amend-
ment is not germane because it is not
related to the fundamental purposes of
the bill. Two subjects that may be related
are not necessarily always germane.

The fundamental purpose of this bill
is to prescribe penalties for the forcible
interference because of race, color, or
creed or national origin with the enjoy-
ment of civil rights.

‘Those rights are Federal rights. They
stem from the 14th amendment, and
from the laws passed by the Congress.

Mr. Chairman, there are eight distinet
categories specified in the bill, among
them are voting, public schools, facili-
ties that are supported by the Federal
Government or the State, labor, serving
on juries, use of facilities of common
carriers; financially, those who are re-
ceiving financial assistance from the
Federal Government, places of public ac-
commodation. The protection of police-
men and firemen, while most laudatory—
and I certainly would vote for any kind
of a bill that would give them protection
provided the bill were constitutional—
and I will touch upon that in a moment—
however, Mr. Chairman, I believe that
this amendment is not germane,

The question of protection of police-
men and firemen is a matter I doubt very
much whether we would have the con-
stitutional right to adopt, or pass.

The congressional power in this re-
spect could not stem from the 14th
amendment. It could not stem from the
commerce clause.

That is not the case with policemen
and firemen. In my estimation this is
purely a State or local matter and not
for the Congress.

While it may be true that in passing
upon the question of germaneness the
question of constitutionality may not
enter, and I am not so certain about that
and the Parliamentarian or the Chair-
man will have to enlighten me on that—
we cannot disregard the fact that the
provision offered is unconstitutional.
Therefore and for these reasons I be-
lieve the amendment is not germane.

The CHATRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. WricHT] desire to be
heard on the point of order?

i Mr. WRIGHT. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I

0.
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will hear
the gentleman.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, it is a
well-established principle fully recog-
nized in the rules of this House and in its
precedents and rulings of the Chair that
an amendment is germane when it does
no more than to add an additional cate-
gory to the list of punishable offenses pre-
seribed in the bill.

Mr. Chairman, that is precisely what
this amendment does—and that is the
only thing it does.

I would like to invite the attention of
the Chair to the caption of the bill where-
in the bill is described as “a bill to pre-
scribe penalties for certain acts of vio-
lence and intimidation.” That is pre-
cisely what the amendment does. That is
all it does. It extends the same identical
penalties that are prescribed in the bill
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for certain acts of violence and intimida-
tion to cover certain other acts of vio-
lence and intimidation, namely acts of
violence and intimidation committed
against law-enforcement officials, fire-
men, and other public officials seeking in
a lawful manner to carry out their duties.

As to whether an amendment relating
to riot control would be held not ger-
mane to a bill relating to civil rights, I
offer the suggestion to the Chair that the
distinguished Committee on the Judiciary
itself originally submitted and proposed
to this House one bill that embodied the
features contained in this bill presently
before us together with features of a type
embodied in my amendment. Therefore,
it eannot be argued by any stretch of the
imagination that the distinguished com-
mittee regards the two subjects to be
mutually exclusive or incapable of being
dealt with in the same legislation.

Mr. Chairman, I should like to invite
the attention of the Chair further to sub-
section (b) appearing on page 8 of the
written and published copy of the bill.

That subsection directs itself to the
question of peaceful assembly. Therefore,
Mr. Chairman, what could be more ger-
mane than to guarantee protection of
this type under this act, to those who are
carrying out the purposes of this act and
guaranteeing that an assembly be indeed
peaceful?

Mr. Chairman, I should like to invite
your attention additionally and, more-
over, to the very first clause in the bill
which appears on page 6 of the printed
copy and which applies to the entirety
of the bill.

That provision describes those to
whom the bill’s sanctions apply as be-
ing, and I quote:

Whoever, whether or not acting under
coloroflaw * * *,

So that provision obviously applies to
local law enforcement officials.

And further I direct the attention of
the Chair to the statement made in sup-
port of the bill, appearing in the com-
mittee report that has been published
and presented to us by the members of
the distinguished committee, in which a
reference is made to that provision.
Therein it is said:

The bill would prohibit forcible inter-
ference * * * by public officers * * *

Obviously then, the bill directs itself
to inhibiting, to constraining, to con-
trolling, to prohibiting, the willfui ex-
ercise of improper authority or unlawful
authority or excessive authority on the
part of local law enforcement officials,
many of whom are charged with carry-
ing out and protecting the very provi-
sions of this bill.

Is it not germane, then, that we bal-
ance the bill by giving protection to those
law-enforcement officials who are acting
properly and lawfully and carrying out
the purposes of this very bill as well as
carrying out the other lawful duties to
which they are assigned?

One other question that has arisen,
offered by the distinguished chairman of
the committee, relates to the problem of
constitutional rights. It seems to beg the
question of germaneness, Mr. Chairman,
but let us address ourselves to it briefly.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

It is suggested by the distinguished
gentleman from New York that, since
the rights sought to be protected in this
bill spring from the Constitution, there-
fore no other rights of American citizens,
such as law-enforcement officials, fire-
men carrying out their duties, public
officials, and others, may be treated in
the bill or may be protected in the bill.
But surely, Mr. Chairman, the rights of
law-enforcement officers, firemen, and
policemen to protect the public rights, to
insure the domestic tranquillity, and to
establish justice, are inherent and im-
plicit in the very fabric of the Constitu-
tion, and in the fabric of the laws of the
United States, and are wholly insepara-
ble therefrom.

For all of these reasons—because the
amendment gives protection to those
charged with carrying out the purposes
of the act, and because it is in keeping
with the rules of the House which per-
mit as germane an amendment which
only adds an additional category to the
list of punishable offenses prescribed in
the bill—I suggest to the Chair that no
other rule can be made than that this
amendment is indeed germane.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, may I be
heard on the point of order?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will hear
the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. The chairman of the Ju-
diciary Committee, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. CeLLEr], in support of
his point of order, referred specifically
to paragraph T on page T of the bill,
which reads as follows:

(7) participating in or enjoying the bene-
fits of any program or activity recelving
Federal financial assistance;

Mr. Chairman, I would point out that
police departments are today the bene-
ficiaries of Federal funds under the Law
Enforcement Assistance Act, and there-
fore qualify under paragraph 7. The
language in paragraph 7 therefore sup-
ports the germaneness of the amend-
ment and in no way can be construed to
support the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. BoLLing). The
Chair is ready to rule.

The Chair would like to advise the
Committee that the Chair makes no
ruling as to the constitutionality of any
matter. That is not within the purview of
the Chairman. However, the Chairman
has had an opportunity to examine the
amendment and to examine certain of
the precedents.

The bill before the Committee of the
Whole enumerates eight areas of eivil
rights activity and is designed to prevent
or punish interference with these activi-
ties. It does this by defining three new
crimes:

The bill makes it a erime:

First, to interfere with any person,
because of his race, color, religion, or na-
tional origin, while he is lawfully engag-
itzilg or seeking to engage in these activi-

es;

Second, to interfere with any person
to discourage lawful participation by
such person in any of the eight activities,
and, more particularly, to interfere with
related free speech and assembly;

Third, for any person to interfere with
any public official to discourage such offi-
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cial from affording equal freatment to
those participating in the eight activities.

The amendment adds a fourth cate-
gory of criminal activity closely related
to the last of these three crimes. It also
relates to interference with public offi-
cials in the performance of their duties
and proscribes any attempt to injure,
intimidate or interfere with a public offi-
cial attempting to carry out the purposes
of this act or attempting to prevent cer-
tain civil disturbances.

The Chair feels that this amendment
falls within the general proposition that
where a section of a bill defines several
unlawful acts an amendment proposing
to include an additional unlawful act of
the same class is germane. The Chair
has referred to several decisions affirm-
ing this principle: one by Chairman
Miller in the T4th Congress, where it was
held that—

To a section of a bill defining several un-
lawful acts pertaining to commerce in dis-
tilled spirits an amendment proposing to
include an additional unlawful act in con-
nection with such commerce was held to be
germane. (74th Cong. July 23, 1935; Rec. p.
11729)

A more recent decision by Chairman
McCormack, of Massachusetts, is also
pertinent. Chairman McCormack held
that to a bill seeking to prevent certain
pernicious political activities by making
certain acts unlawful, an amendment
adding a further activity as unlawful
conduct was germane. In the 76th Con-
gress, July 10, 1940, REcorp pages 9447
to 9454.

For these reasons, the Chair overrules
the point of order and holds that the
amendment is germane.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas in support of his amend-
ment.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WRIGHT. I yield to the gentleman
from New York, the distinguished chair-
man of the committee.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I felt it
was necessary to make the point of or-
der. Now that I am overruled on the mat-
ter, I will accept the amendment offered
by the gentleman.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, T am
grateful to the chairman for his gracious
comment.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WRIGHT. I yield with great pleas-
ure to the distinguished ranking minor-
ity member on the committee.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, we
offer no objections to the amendment.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is not intended to weaken
the bill. This amendment strengthens
the bill. It balances the bill.

Certainly we favor civil rights. Cer-
tainly we oppose the intimidation of citi-
zens engaged in exercising those lawful
rights. But we do not desire to encourage
the abuse of those rights.

Unfortunately, in the minds of some
there has grown a tortured and confused
connection between rights and riots.
They are not the same. The Constitu-
tion clearly guarantees to every eitizen
the right to assemble peaceably and pe-
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tition duly constituted authorities for a
redress of grievances. But emphatically
there is no right under the Constitution
or any other law to stage a riot, to intim-
idate duly constituted authorities, to de-
stroy the property of others, to pillage,
burn, loot, or kill.

Surely the law enforcement officials
and firemen whose painful task it is to
keep the public order and protect the
very rights with which this bill concerns
itself are themselves entitled to some
protection.

Surely it is equally as onerous for a mob
to intimidate a law-enforcement official
engaged in the proper enforcement of
his duty as it is for law-enforcement of-
fieials to abuse their lawful authority by
intimidating others engaged in lawful
pursuits.

Surely a fireman attempting to extin-
guish a fire and thus protect the rights
of American citizens to be secure in their
persons and in their property, or a po-
liceman attempting to prevent looting
from the broken store windows which
have resulted from civil disturbances, are
fully entitled to our equal protection.

Very definitely should we affirm the
rights of every citizen to be free from vio-
lence or intimidation when he attends a
school, or registers to vote, or goes to
the polling places, or travels peacefully
in interstate commerce, or pursues his
lawful right to ask for service at a lunch
counter. And with equal force we should
protect from intimidation, forceful inter-
ference or physical injury those whom
we charge with the difficult responsibil-
ity of insuring the domestic tranquillity
and protecting the rights of us all.

This amendment helps the bill to bal-
ance rights with responsibility. I hope it
will be adopted by an overwhelming vote.

Mr. KEE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent to extend my remarks at
this point in the REcorp.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from West
Virginia ?

There was no objection.

Mr. KEE. Mr. Chairman, I rise to sup-
port the amendment offered by the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Texas [Mr.
WricHT].

This amendment—authored by our
colleague—is a recognition of the respon-
sibility of the Congress to support—by
legislation—the conscientious public offi-
cial, the conscientious police officer, the
conscientious fireman, as they faithfully
perform their sacred duties.

These officials who risk their lives every
day of the year to protect the people
deserve nothing less.

These dedicated men have the sympa-
thetic support of the vast majority of the
citizens of the United States.

Today—we have the opportunity to
make this fact crystal clear. It is my hope
the House will adopt this amendment by
an overwhelming majority.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. WricHT].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. PICKLE. Mr, Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the REecorb.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
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the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. PICKELE. Mr. Chairman, I want
to commend the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. WricHT] for offering this amend-
ment which clearly shows the intent of
Congress that while the civil rights of
individuals should be protected, we must
also protect the rights of those public
ofiicials or law enforcement officers or
firemen who are performing their duties
pursuant to an act that might arise from
any riot or disturbance.

I would also like to express my agree-
ment with the Chairman in his ruling
that this amendment was germane. Cer-
tainly it was commendable that both the
chairman of the committee, the gentle-
man from New York, the Honorable
Emanver CELLER and the ranking mi-
nority member of the Judiciary Commit-
tee, the gentleman from Ohio, the Hon-
orable Wirrtam McCurrocH, agreed to
accept the amendment. I think this
leaves no doubt that we want full pro-
tection given to these public officials.

I think that the House should again
note the words of this amendment,
which provides penalties when an indi-
vidual knowingly:

(d) injures, intimidates, interferes with or
attempts to injure, intimidate or interfere
with (1) any public official acting or at-
tempting to act in the performance of his
duty to carry out the purpose of this act or
to prevent or abate a riot; or (2) any law
enforcement officer making or attempting to
make a lawful arrest to carry out the pur-
poses of this act or to prevent or abate a riot
violent civil disturbance or acts of lawlessness
or violence in furtherance thereof or attend-
ant thereto; or (3) any fireman attempting
to extinguish a fire created by any dis-
turbance resulting from a civil riots
protest—

Mr. Chairman, I do not share the feel-
ing of some of this House that there is
a great need or a great hue and cry for
this particular civil rights bill. That is
why I voted against the rule yesterday.
The Congress recently, however, did pass
an antiriot bill which says it is a Fed-
eral offense for any person to cross State
lines with intent to incite a riot. It was
made plain during the debate on the
antiriot bill that it was not intended that
the civil rights of any one individual
were to be interfered with and that, very
plainly, an individual ought to be per-
mitted to engage in peaceful assembly in
the furtherance of civil rights measures
if there was no intent to cause harm to
persons or property.

In a sense, this particular bill today
complements the other measure. I voted
for the antiriot bill and in principle I
would agree with this measure, although
Iregret that there seem to be a few places
in the country where some restraint and
restrictions and intimidations are praec-
ticed that would deprive the people of
basic civil rights. I am proud that no
such conditions exist in the 10th Distriet
of Texas.

Our Nation has been appalled at the
burning and rioting in Cambridge, Chi-
cago, and Detroit. The average citizen is
so infuriated by these acts of violence
that it would not take much to cause an
extensive civil disturbance—even by law-
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abiding citizens. The point is that Amer-
ica must not permit riots and acts of
violence and lawlessness.

No matter how difficult it might be to
carry out, the law must be enforced. This
amendment is designed to say to our po-
lice officers and public officials that their
rights also will be protected. Let this
serve notice to the Rap Browns and the
Stokely Carmichaels that we are not
going to treat intimidations or threats
with softness or with philosophical
words, and if Martin Luther King,
though he has in the past advocated non-
violence, urges mass civil disobedience,
he and his followers will be dealt with
accordingly.

It is my hope, Mr. Chairman, that this
spirit of ugliness in American history
will soon pass. We ought to be building
this counfry, providing better educa-
tional facilities, better health privileges,
and job opportunities, rather than worry-
ing about riots or intimidations or vio-
lence. Therefore, I again commend my
colleague from Fort Worth for offering
this amendment because I think it im-
proves this bill considerably. I also was
glad to see the amendment of the gentle-
man from Missouri [Mr. HunNGATE] added
earlier.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WATSON

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, Warson: On
page 9, after line 9, insert the following sub-
paragraph:

“(d) Nothing in this section shall be in-
terpreted as conferring any special privileges
or immunities with respect to any person or
class of persons.”

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Chairman, cer-
tainly I would like to commend the
House on the adoption unanimously, as
I recall the vote, of the amendment
which was presented by my esteemed
friend from Texas. As I listened to the
debate, I believe all of us can conclude
that there is no intentional or admitted
effort in this legislation to provide or
confer any special privileges of immuni-
ties to any person or to any class of per-
sons. I think, if we have followed the
debate, many of us pointed out that we
have apprehensions so far as what in-
terpretations the American public might
make concerning the intent of this legis-
lation.

Will they conclude at this time, as we
are facing all these riotous conditions,
that we would be attempting under this
legislation to provide some cloak of im-
munity to those who are either agitating
or encouraging these conditions?

Second, people are disturbed about
the fact that this might provide a built-
in defense against, if not completely
vitiate the bill we passed earlier in at-
tempting to stop the riots now plaguing
the cities of America.

I have discussed my amendment with
one of the ranking Members on this side,
and likewise with the chairman of the
Judiciary Committee, who at that time
said he would give it some more thought,
as I recall, but he was inclined favorably.
I know on this side of the aisle [Mr. Mac-
Grecor] with whom I discussed the
amendment, said he would be agreeable
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to my amendment in order to spell it
out categorically and without equivoca-
tion, that we are not attempting in this
legislation to confer any special privi-
leges or give any immunities to any per-
son or any class of persons.

In my judgment, if we want to be fair,
this is our opportunity to tell the Ameri-
can people that we are not trying to have
favoritism or to be one sided. I hope the
Chairman of the Judiciary Committee
has seen fit and has had time to study
the matter further, and is inclined to-
ward favoring this amendment, and
that he can now support us in this effort.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from South Carolina has not

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I am

SOITY.

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Chairman, inas-
much as it is a simple amendment, to
express a desire on our part that the
House is going to be fair and that we are
not granting any special privileges or
special immunities, I am shocked at this
time that the chairman of the commit-
tee would imply by his opposition that
the purpose of this legislation is to give
special privileges and immunities. If that
be so, which would be implicit in his
opposition to this amendment, then I
believe the House should unanimously
go along with my amendment. Should
the amendment fail of adoption then we
should unanimously vote down this par-
ticular bill which seeks to grant special
privileges and immunities.

Mr. MAcGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WATSON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota.

Mr. MacGREGOR. The gentleman
from South Carolina has correctly stated
and recounted a conversation which he
and I had. Clearly it is not my intent in
my strong support of this legislation to
give a special privilege or immunity to
any class or group within the body
politic of the United States.

It is my understanding of the gentle-
man’s amendment that that is all he
seeks to put in this bill by specific lan-
guage. I have no objection to the amend-
ment, and I support it.

Mr. WATSON. I thank the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

I must take exception to the state-
ment of the gentleman that this bill
might conceivably create special privi-
leges and immunities.

I do not know what the future will
bring in the enforcement of this act but,
in any event, what the gentleman from
South Carolina says is merely a truism.
That are no immunities and no special
privileges conferred by this legislation.

In a certain sense the phraseology of
amendments is harmless, but it is, I be-
lieve, perfectly superfluous.

It might be argued, since it is harm-
less, why not allow it? I say “No”.

I do not believe any superfluity of this
sort should be added to any codified title
of the United States Code.

Language of this sort might involve
confusion. It might be an invitation to
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astute if not cunning counsel in the fu-
ture to devise ways by which persons
could escape punishment.

I repeat, there are a lot of things which
are true and harmless which we could
put into this bill. I could conjure up any
number of them. I believe it is unwise
to do that.

For that reason, I hope the amend-
ment will not be agreed to.

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentleman
from South Carolina.

Mr. WATSON. In my judgment, not
only would this amendment be a great
satisfaction to the American people but
also, frankly, I believe it would be advis-
able for us to have it in here, to alert the
would-be civil rights leaders to the fact
that we are not granting them any spe-
cial immunities or any special privileges.

Mr. CELLER. We are not granting spe-
cial privileges to anyone.

Mr. WATSON. If that be true then
why should the gentleman not let us spell
it out in this bill.

Mr. CELLER. None whatever. It is
palpably clear, if we read the bill, that
nohody is given any special rights or spe-
cial privileges. Everybody is treated in a
similar vein.

As I say, it is harmless language, but
I do not believe the Federal criminal
code should be cluttered with all these
superfluous phrases. I believe it may be,
moreover, at some future time I cannot
envision, do harm.

Mr. WATSON. At that future time, Mr.
Chairman, we could consider the mat-
ter. Frankly, I believe it is meaningful,
in letting people of all persuasions know
that we are not granting any special
privileges or immunities. Many believe,
and I share their belief, that too many
unconstitutional rights have been al-
ready granted to these groups.

Mr. CELLER. I respect the gentleman's
judement, but I must reluctantly dis-
agree.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the necessary number of words.

Mr, Chairman, it was indeed re-
vealing a few minutes ago to see the
quick capitulation on the part of the
Judiciary Committee in the acceptance
of an amendment which provides at least
a modicum of protection for the police
and firemen of this country. It is almost
impossible to believe that the Judiciary
Committee could have considered this
bill, could have given it earnest and sin-
cere consideration, without having in-
serted some provision to do what they
have so readily accepted on the House
floor.

I say to you that this is one of the
most revealing developments in the two
days that have been devoted to this bill.
In view of the situation that exists across
this country with respect to rioting and
attacks upon police and firemen, it is
almost incredible that the committee
spent the time it eclaims it did on the
bill, and wound up with an utter lack of
consideration for the protection of po-
lice or firemen in doing their duty.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. Yes.

Mr. CELLER. I suggest that in view
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of the tremendous wisdom possessed by
the gentleman from Iowa——

Mr, GROSS. The gentleman from
Texas, author of the amendment, has the
wisdom, not the gentleman from Iowa.
I am merely a bystander and observer.

Mr. CELLER. In the light of the
prowess possessed by the gentleman from
Iowa, I suggest he come to the Judiciary
Committee and give us lessons on the
various measures we are adopting and
proposing. We might profit therefrom.

Mr. GROSS. Since the gentleman in-
vites it—I would not have said it other-
wise—I think someone ought to come
before your committee and do just that.

Mr. CELLER. I think if the gentleman
would come, that it would be as incon-
gruous as Puck on Jupiter’s throne.

Mr. GROSS. Whatever that is.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr. Warson].

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ANDERSON OF

ILLINOCIS

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. ANDERSON of
Illinois: On page 6, line 14, after “religion™
insert “political affillation”, and on page 8,
line 15, after “religion” insert “political afili-
ation”, and on page 9, line 2, after “religion"”
insert “political affillation™.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, when I addressed the House on yes-
terday when we were considering the rule
that would make in order the considera-
tion of this bill I announced at that time
it was my intention to support this legis-
lation. Therefore I can assure the mem-
bers of the committee that I do not offer
this amendment facetiously. I do not of-
fer it in a desire or out of a spirit or pur-
pose or intent to frustrate the hopes
of those who would see us pass this bill
today. However, I think in our desire to
protect and to assure the protection of
the civil rights of the people of this coun-
try we should not limit ourselves merely
to a consideration of race and color and
religion. We should recognize the fact—
and it is a fact—that there are parts of
this country and there are sections of this
country and there are counties in this
land where people, because of their po-
litical affiliation, may be interfered with
in the exerecise of their civil rights. I call
your attention particularly to the fact
that the very first subparagraph here
under subparagraph (a) of section 245
refers to the most precious right that any
citizen has, that of voting or of qualifying
to vote. The section in question also re-
fers to such essential elements of the
electoral process as acting as a poll
watcher or an election official.

It can be documented beyond perad-
venture of a doubt that there have been
instances where people have been in-
terfered with, they have been intimi-
dated in the exercise of that right, be-
cause they announced a particular polit-
ical affiliation.

So, I do not think anyone can argue
that it is not just as important to pro-
tect the precious right of voting by as-
suring against discrimination, because of
your membership in a particular political
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party, as it is for the other reasons that
are already given in this legislation.

Then, let me also point out the fact
that there are two other very important
sections or subsections of this bill deal-
ing with participation in or the enjoy-
ment of benefits, services, privileges, pro-
grams, facilities or activities provided
for or administered by the United States.
And, here again, I think that particularly
in this day and age when we are seeing
an explosion in Federal services, when
we are seeing a tremendous and an even
unprecedented growth in the Federal
Government in the kind of activities into
which it is entering, it is important that
we make certain that people are not dis-
criminated against, or that they are not
barred from benefits contained in a pro-
gram or from participating in a program
because they are members of a particular
political faith or political party. They
ought to have the right to participate in
and enjoy those henefits regardless of
political affiliation.

Mr. MAcGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I yield to
the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. MAcGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, I
commend the gentleman from Illinois
for offering this amendment and for his
comments thereon.

Mr. Chairman, earlier in a colloguy
this afternoon between the distinguished
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. CONYERS]
and the equally distinguished gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr., WHITENER],
both members of the Committee on the
Judiciary, reference was made to the pos-
sible expansion of the bill which now
reads “race, color, religion, or national
origin.” While I was listening to that col-
loquy the thought went through my mind
that perhaps the insertion of the words
“political affiliation” both at page 6 of
the bill and at the two additional points
you suggest would help this bill immeas-
urably and would be responsive to the in-
vitation which was extended by the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. CoNYERS].

I had drafted such an amendment, but
the distinguished gentleman from Illi-
nois has beaten me to it and I am pleased
to support him.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I am grate-
ful to the gentleman from Minnesota for
his contribution and the assurance of
his support of the amendment. With
such assurance coming from members of
the Committee on the Judiciary on the
Republican side of the aisle I would cer-
tainly hope that similar support would
now be forthcoming from the majority
side of the aisle.

Mr. JOELSON, Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I yield to
the gentleman from New Jersey.

Mr. JOELSON. Is the gentleman’s in-
tention to protect the rights of the mem-
bers of the Communist Party which is
probably a legal political party in this
country today?

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Under this
language which I have offered anyone
would be entitled to benefit in these pro-
grams and he would be entitled to vote;
he could not be diseriminated against be-
cause of his political affiliation and the
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gentleman from New Jersey can give it
that legal interpretation if the gentle-
man feels that the Communist Party is a
legal political party and if all the ele-
ments of the crime as defined in the
statute were present. This would then
apply.

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, I think the
courts have indicated that it is a political
party, and that we might be erasing our
steps heretofore taken not to help and
assist that party.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I do not
think that is the problem that the
amendment is designed to meet, frankly.
However, I am fully prepared to accept a
consensus of such an interpretation, be-
cause I think the overriding benefits
which we would receive would outweigh
the decision.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Illinois [Mr. ANDERSON].

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MERE. DOWDY

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Dowp¥: On
page 9, line 6, strike out “bodily injury”
and insert “serious bodily injury.”

Mr. DOWDY, Mr. Chairman, I shall
not take the full 5 minutes. This is just
a hiatus as contained in the bill about
which I feel something should be done.

In other words, Mr. Chairman, if a
person can be punished to the extent of
a $1,000 fine or imprisonment for 1 year,
and if there is bodily injury, can be fined
to the extent of $10,000 or imprisonment
for not more than 10 years, then I feel
this amendment should be adopted for
the reason that, as the bill is written, if
an officer arrests a man and puts hand-
cuffs on him, and in so doing happens to
seratch the skin or break the skin on his
hands, then that is bodily injury. Such
a trivial injury does not seem to me to
justify 10 times the punishment.

Now, a serious bodily injury I can un-
derstand; I believe the laws of all of our
States recognize the difference between
what ordinarily would be called a simple
assault and an aggravated assault. I feel
certain that the committee ought to
adopt, without any argument, the idea
that the higher punishment would be for
serious bodily injury, and not for a
scratch.

Mr. Chairman, I urge that the amend-
ment be adopted.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DOWDY. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I do not
necessarily oppose the amendment. How-
ever, I would like to know what the term
“serious” would involve.

Mr. DOWDY. As far as I know, serious
bodily injury would be a legal term that
would be understood in any State in the
Union. I do not know anywhere that
there would not be any distinction made
between bodily injury and serious bodily
injury. I believe the phrase to be words
of art, and well defined in the law.

Mr. CELLER. We have a criminal
statute here. It must be preecisely drawn.
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If you were the judge you would have to
determine what “serious” would be.

If a man’s finger were broken, would
that constitute a serious injury?

Mr. DOWDY. That is the very point
I make.

Mr. CELLER. What is it? I am curious
to know.

Mr. DOWDY. I do not conceive of any
problem on it as to what “serious” would
mean. A serious bodily injury is one
which would be dangerous, or maiming,
or grave, or seriously painful, in contrast
to a minor injury.

Mr, CELLER. That is the explanation
of the gentleman?

Mr. DOWDY. Yes.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last two words.

Mr. Chairman, I believe the Commit-
tee ought to realize what the significance
of this word “serious” means in a situa-
tion where serious bodily injury results.

A serious bodily injury is an injury in
which a person faces death. If the gen-
tleman had put in the words “substantial
bodily injury,” that would be different,
but when the word “serious” is used, that
means a person is injured to the extent
where death is imminent or where even
death results.

Mr. Chairman, I wonder if the Com-
mittee of the Whole wishes to put that
burden upon the Government, and face
that question through the courts. It
would seem to me, Mr. Chairman, that
the adoption of the word “serious” would
be very unwise, and would create a situa-
tion in connection with the prosecution
of cases where it would be most difficult
to determine between what are substan-
tial injuries and what are serious in-
juries, because serious injuries are usu-
ally connected with imminent death, or
death itself.

One might be injured to the extent
where death is imminent, and recover,
but these are serious injuries.

On the other hand, the word “serious,”
where a person is injured, is used in con-
nection with the injuries that will result
in death, or where a person who has been
assaulted and attacked, when taken to
the hospital is faced with imminent
death.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, will the dis-
tinguished Speaker yield?

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Missouri.

Mr. HALL. I can understand the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Massachu-
setts seeking to make this point, and I be-
lieve his point is well taken. I would not
want to argue semantics with the gen-
tleman, but having had considerable ex-
perience in employment compensation
physical evaluation of cases, which in all
States have been worked out and those
practices have been set down for deter-
mining bodily injury, either on the job
or off the job, I must say in the interest
of clarity and perfection of the record
before us today that I do not agree with
the statement of the distinguished
Speaker that “serious bodily injury”
means imminence of death, either in the
hospital or out. It is much less than that.
It is any type of maiming or deforming
type injury, but never in the sense of
criticality meaning approach of death.
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I feel certain the distinguished gentle-
man would want to know what is the ac-
ceptable medical usage in determining
actually what “serious bodily injury”
means.

Mr. McCORMACK. Will the gentleman
admit there is a possible implication
legally in connection with the word “seri-
ous”?

Mr. HALL. I would say to the distin-
guished gentleman I believe even in his
own Commonwealth of Massachusetts it
does not mean, when you say “serious
bodily injury,” that you are closely juxta-
posed to death. I would agree with the
gentleman that “serious” is more than
“substantial.”

But certainly it would not have to be
critical and not necessarily maiming.
I think this is backed up by every un-
employment compensation statute for de-
termining physical disability in every
State in the land, and sustained often in
the courts.

Mr. McCORMACK. If I may have the
attention of the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. Dowpy] for a moment, will the
gentleman state for the Recorp what he
means by the word “serious” or “seri-
ously injured”? I think there ought to be
a record established here.

Mr. DOWDY. I do not know what the
law may be in every State, but I am as-
suming that in any State in the criminal
law there is the distinction between sim-
ple assault and aggravated assault. An
ageravated assault would be where there
is some serious bodily injury, while a
scratch might constitute a simple as-
sault. Under this bill, if an arrested per-
son gets only a seratch, there may be
punishment 10 times greater than would
be the case in which the officer did not
scratch him. I think to enhance the pun-
ishment that much it sould be necessary
to show an injury of a serious nature.
But it does not mean that it must be an
injury to the point of death.

Mr. McCORMACK. Or imminent
death—to the point of death or immi-
nent death.

Mr. DOWDY. No, no.

Mr. McCORMACK. In other words,
what the gentleman has in mind is ag-
gravated assault—something more than
simple assault.

Mr. DOWDY. That is exactly right.

Mr. McCORMACK. I think this little
collogquy has clarified the Recorn.

Mr. DOWDY. In other words, there
should be no argument about it, because
I think that is the law in all States.

Mr. McCORMACK. While I do not
agree with this amendment, I am not
disputing my friend, but I do think he
has clarified the Recorp in this regard.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I believe this amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Tex-
as would very seriously impair the en-
forcement of this act. It would take a
Sabbath Day journey and all the wisdom
in the world to know what “serious bod-
ily injury” would mean under these cir-
cumstances. What are we getting after
here? We are getting after somebody
who in very cruel fashion with force or
violence or by threat of force and vio-
lence injures, intimidates, or interferes
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with a person who is pursuing his basic
civil rights in these eight specific areas.

How serious must that injury be? Let
us take an example. Take the famous
Grenada, Miss.,, case, where children
wanted to enter an integrated school
and rocks were thrown. Suppose one of
those rocks hit a child in the arm or hit
a child in the head or other parts of the
body. Why should we require that the
injury be serious before imposing more
serious penalties?

But the mere fact that the rock was
thrown under those circumstances, to my
mind, betokens serious injury, and the
culprit must be brought to book and
should suffer the sanctions that we pro-
vide here, namely, a fine of not more than
$10,000 or imprisonment for not more
than 10 years, or both.

There should be no qualitative criteria
on injury. It is bodily injury that we are
getting after under these circumstances
and to put a qualitative adjective like
“serious” before “injury” to my mind is
dangerous.

Suppose a man wants to vote and
somebody comes along and gives him a
bloody nose. Is that serious? Well, I do
not know whether it is serious or not.
It may not be serious. But to my mind
the seriousness is in the act of depriving
that man of his civil rights and giving
him the bloody nose is the bodily injury.
I do not think we should try to weigh
the severity of the injury.

As someone has suggested, this is not
a compensation case where you get cer-
tain sums of money for different kinds
of injuries.

I believe where a man has this trau-
ma—a bloody nose, a broken arm, or a
broken finger—under these circum-
stances I think that is sufficient to say
“bodily injury.” I do hope for that reason
the amendment will not prevail.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, I
think sometimes it helps us to look at
what the authorities say on these ques-
tions. I have heard it said today that in
order for an injury to constitute a seri-
ous injury within the criminal law, one
must be in apprehension or in danger of
death. I do not so understand the law.
I would like to read from 6 Corpus Juris
Secundum at page 936:

Under some statutes the aggravated char-
acter of the assault is made to depend upon
the character of the injury inflicted. In some
cases the statutory offense consists in the
infliction of “great bodily harm,” “great bod-
ily injury,” “grievous bodily harm,"” or “seri-
ous bodily injury.” Under such statutes any
injury which gives rise to apprehension of
danger to health will be deemed a serious
bodily injury, and in determining whether
there has been serious bodily injury, the
Court will consider the fact that the person
assaulted suffered great bodily pain.

Accordingly, in order to .onstitute aggra-
vated assault under these statutes the injury

must be of a graver and more serious char-
acter than that required for a simple battery.

Throughout this country every day the
criminal courts and juries are determin-
ing whether or not injuries are “serious
bodily injuries.” It seems to me that there
is no problem about a definition of it.
There is still accepted language, as far
as I know, in every jurisdiction under
which the court would submit the case
tc a jury. I submit that a mere bloody
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nose would not be serious injury, but a
battered and bloody nose might be found
by a jury to be a serious injury, if bones
were broken, or if it were such an injury
that great pain was suffered by the in-
dividual.

I hope that the language of Corpus
Juris Secundum will help us all to under-
stand that there is nothing complicated
?bout using the words “serious bodily in-

ury_n

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITENER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Mississippi.

Mr. WHITTEN. I just wished to point
out that on the question of the severity
of punishment that many people take
the view that the more serious the
punishment, the more effective the law
will be. To those who have had experi-
ence in the prosecutor’s office, of which
there are many here, realize that people
are acquitted because the punishment is
severe, practical-minded jurors will
not go along. I do not believe there is
anyone here who would think, or any
juror who would believe, that if an in-
jury was less than serious, a man ought
to be subject to the possible punishment
of a fine of $10,000 or 10 years in prison.
For that reason I believe the amendment
should certainly be adopted, so it will
make the punishment prescribed in the
bill somewhat commensurate with the
crime which this bill establishes.

Mr. WHITENER. The gentleman is a
former prosecutor, as are some of the rest
of us. Would you not agree that what
may be a serious bodily injury for a child
of tender years which would not be a
serious bodily injury for one who was an
adult?

Mr. WHITTEN., Certainly.

Mr. WHITENER. So you must leave it
to a jury to determine whether under the
facts in a given case the injury 1is serious.

Mr. WHITTEN. I would certainly agree
with the gentleman. I would state further
that the books are full of cases in which
a decision as to what serious injury may
mean, You might almost say that each
case is a separate case as to whether the
facts constitute serious injury in each
instance.

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment. I would
point out that we are setting maximum
limits on penalties. We are not setting
minimum limits or mandatory sentences.
I would suggest to you that if a person
fires a gun into a school because of its
being integrated and merely slightly in-
jures a student, we very probably ought
to treat that as a felony and not as a
misdemeanor.

We are not saying that anyone must
be given 10 years for inflicting bodily
injury on a person enjoying his civil
rights or attempting to, but, rather, we
say punishment may be up to that. It
may be nothing at all or anything in
between, depending on specific eircum-
stances of the case. I doubt if we will find
in any other body of the law that we
require serious bodily injury in cases
such as this. I hope the amendment is
defeated.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. Dowpyl.
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The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. CeLLER) there
were—ayes 66, noes 50.

So the amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WAGGONNER

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WAGGONNER:
On page 6, line 10, after the word “Whoever,”
strike the words “whether or not acting
under color of law,”.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, I
will not take the 5 minutes.

Yesterday in a colloquy with the es-
teemed chairman of the full committee,
I asked the question as to the purpose
of the words used in this particular in-
stance, “acting under color of law”. The
chairman told me that the purpose of
utilizing these words in this instance
would be to insure that public officials
would be made liable for infraction of
the law if they, themselves, violated
someone else’'s civil rights, or failed to
provide the necessary protection for
someone who was seeking to exercise his
civil rights as specified.

I raised then a question whether or
not, if these words should be stricken
from the bill, it would be his interpre-
tation that public officials as well as
private individuals would be covered. He
said to me then, in almost these exact
words, “Possibly so, but we want to be
sure that they are covered.”

This to me indicates that it was the
intention and it is the intention, whether
the words “under color of law" are used
or not, to make sure public officials in
such cases would be covered.

Consider further just this fact. We do
not want to intimidate and undo what
we have been trying to do when we offer
support to law enforcement officials. We
do not want to point an accusing finger
of distrust at law enforcement officials—
at the policeman who is charged on the
street day and night with enforcing the
law. We do not want to send the Na-
tional Guard in to quell a disturbance,
and in sending the National Guard
to some specific area to quell a
disturbance where a riot has de-
veloped because of someone’s protesting
the violation of his eivil rights, where
they proclaim their effort to be one in
which they want to exercise their civil
rights, we do not want further to tie
the hands of the National Guard. Are
they while acting under orders going to
be guilty of an infraction of this act?

We do not want to point an accusing
finger or to diminish law enforcement
by local law enforcement personnel, nor
do we want to tie the hands of the Na-
tional Guard, who conceivably in the fu-
ture, as they have been in the past,
could be charged with the responsibility
of suppressing some disturbance which
has come about as an outgrowth of some-
one entering into a protest attempting
to exercise legislated civil rights or par-
ticipating in a civil rights demonstration.

I do not believe it will actually add to
or take from the bill to strike this word-
ing. It seems to me we are removing the
pointing of a finger of doubt and dis-
trust at local law enforcement officials,
and we ought to pass the amendment. If
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we do not want to point an accusing
finger at law enforcement officials we
should delete this language.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

May I point out first, exactly what the
gentleman’s amendment tries to accom-
plish. On page 6, line 10, after “whoever”
he would strike the words “whether or
not acting under color of law.” Those are
the words his amendments would strike.

May I point out to the Committee that
the words “acting under color of law”
are words of long standing, which have
been on the statute books of the United
States since 1870, title 18, United States
Code, section 242, The objective and pur-
pose of including the phrase “under color
of law"” is to prohibit police officers, sher-
iffs, and others who have authority to
act under the law, from joining in with
mobs, crowds, and others and helping
violate and take away the constitutional
rights of individuals. That is the reason
why the phrase is in the bill.

That is what the chairman yesterday
explained to the gentleman from Lou-
isiana.

The Supreme Court has often pointed
out that officials acting under color of
law constituted “state action” under the
14th amendment and gave the Federal
Government the authority to move in.

All that we want to do here is to say
that no police officer, no constable, and
no other person acting under authority
of law can come in and by force or threat
of force injure, intimidate, or interfere
with an individual while he is engaging
in enumerated activities.

Hence, I believe the amendment should
be voted down.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I am glad
to yield to the gentleman from Louisiana.

Mr, WAGGONNER. Would the gentle-
man believe that the language of the leg-
islation would be restricted in any way
if we merely say, as I propose to do,
“Whoever, by force or threat of force,
knowingly” does these things? Does this
not really include everybody, public as
well as private?

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. It would in-
clude everybody, but we also want to
include and make sure that the sheriffs
and those who have combined in the past
to help deny people their constitutional
rights can be indicted and punished
under this provision.

Mr, CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment and move
to strike the requisite number of words.

The gentleman from Louisiana con-
ceivably might do a great deal of damage
with his amendment. He would strike out
the words “whether or not acting under
color of law,” on page 6, line 10.

The amendment might do a great deal
of harm, because it would strike out those
words. This conceivably might eliminate
an official, namely a sheriff or any other
law-enforcement officer, from being ac-
cused of violation of this act.

While it is true he uses “whoever,”
which is an all-embracive term, we want
to nail it down to make it crystal clear
that there is involved here not only the
sheriff but the private individual also.
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There are innumerable cases where pri-
vate individuals have been guilty of
wrong-doing in the sense that they have
deprived the other citizens of their con-
stitutional rights on all levels of Ameri-
can life by force or violence or threat of
it because of race, color, or national
origin. We want to make sure that not
only is the State official to be prevented
from perpetrating these wrongs, but also
private individuals.

There is another good reason for it.
We have often referred in this debate to
the old statute that goes back to 1870
and there are a number of others that
seem to hold that private citizens are
sacrosanct; that you could not touch him
because in some way he was not acting
“under color of law.,” There were two
different statutes. The courts absolved
those not acting “under color of law.”
Therefore, in order to make doubly sure
and to avoid any ambiguity, we say
“whoever, whether or not acting under
color of law, knowingly” commits this
violence is covered. So we say a private
individual shall be held to the terms of
this act and a State or local official shall
not be held to the terms of this act.
Grammatically the amendment may
cover that, but legally there is a question.
For that reason, because there is a ques-
tion, we have to dissipate that question
and we have to remove that doubt. You
can only remove that doubt by specifi-
cally spelling it out and saying, as we
do on line 10 of page 6, “whoever, wheth-
er or not acting under color of law.”

We are not a lot of fools in the Judi-
clary Committee despite the observa-
tions and exclamations and connotations
and all of the other things stated by the
gentleman from Iowa. We have thought
this thing out and have had any number
of executive sessions last year. The House
passed this bill with this exact language
in it last year. We get rather impatient
when you have observations made like
those coming from the gentleman from
Towa and rather impatient with amend-
ments of this sort, because we want to
make clear that there is no ambiguity;
that when a prosecutor sees this lan-
guage he knows what his duty is and he
cannot depart from it; that when a
judge interprets the statute he knows
what he has to interpret. It is crystal
clear when we have the language as orig-
inally given to you; namely, “whoever,
whether or not acting under color of
law."”

Mr. Chairman, I do hope that the
amendment will be voted down.

Mr. MATHIAS of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to oppose this
amendment and to support the very able
argument just made by the distinguished
chairman of the Commitiee on the
Judiciary.

A number of amendments that have
been offered today have been offered with
the hope, the express hope I should say,
of adding clarity and precision to the bill.
Well, certainly, that claim cannot be
made for this amendment, because this
amendment would do nothing more than
to lower the impact of this legislation.

If the members of the Committee would
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refer to the report of the Committee on
the Judiciary which is published on this
bill, I think the history and the back-
ground of the language we used will be-
come clear, because on page 8 of the re-
port the existing language is quoted un-
der section 242, wherein there is set forth
the traditional words of art, “under color
of law,” without the additional words
which are included in this bill. As to the
question of whether or not incorporating
“under color of law” under previous
court decisions, under the history of this
particular section of law, there was some
doubt as to whether both public and
private sectors of activity were included.
As we have progressed—and I do think
there has been an advance and a progres-
sion—I feel we will do more to cover both
public and private sectors of activity.

Mr. Chairman, this language that we
have included in the bill makes that clear
and precise and definite. If we were to
strike this language, we would not be
making any advance. It might be inter-
preted as a retreat.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I very em-
phatically support the argument which
has been made by the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary, the gentleman from New York
[Mr. CeELrEr], and I urge the defeat of
this amendment.

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, we have heard some
rather serious statements made here dur-
ing the course of this debate this after-
noon concerning sheriffs of our country
and their apparent collusion in the vio-
lation of civil rights. I would hope that
anyone who has any information of this
kind would get those names and areas
into the record within the very, very near
future, because I am certain that we will
want to see that something is done about
it. On the other hand, we did not want to
malign the sheriffs of the United States
or their organization without names and
evidence to support it.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HUNGATE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Colorado.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I direct the
gentleman’s attention to the case of the
United States against Cecil Ray Price.
If the gentleman from Missouri will read
that decision the gentleman will see that
the indictment was based upon actions
taken by Cecil Ray Price in Neshoba
County, Miss., based upon “(1) a person
who joined in with others”—

And, this is the objective of this legis-
lation, to——

Mr. HUNGATE. I thank the gentleman
from Colorado. We have one case, then.
I have read that case, because * points
out the faet that the eriminal statutes
have to be very particularly drawn and
I have endeavored to do this in offering
the previous amendment.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HUNGATE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Louisiana.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, I
would simply like to say that I offered
this amendment with the firm belief that
the language included in the bill as it is

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

written represents an obvious effort to
intimidate and to hinder and to retard
the work of local law enforcement officers.
I think the discussion which has gone
on since I offered the amendment permits
me to conclude that I was correct in my
assumption in offering the amendment.
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Louisiana [Mr. WAGGONNER].
The amendment was rejected.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HUNGATE

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Chairman, I of-
fer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HUNGATE: On
page 7, line 11, after the words “United

States,” strike remainder of line 11 and all
of line 12.

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment would do one thing and one
thing only: It would eliminate the ap-
plication of this bill to petit juries and
grand juries at the State and local level.
That is precisely what my amendment, if
adopted, would do. If you favor the Fed-
eral Government selecting those jury
panels at the State level, then you would
be against my amendment.

If you think the Federal statute should
relate to Federal jurors only, then you
would favor my amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that all debate on this proposed
amendment cease in 10 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

Mr. CELLER. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HUNGATE. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. CELLER. In other words, your
amendment would have the effect of pro-
viding that this bill would not apply to
jurors who are on State court juries, but
would apply only to jurors in Federal
courts?

Mr. HUNGATE. I believe that states
the purport of the amendment.

Mr. CELLER. Does the gentleman not
believe that the terms of the bill should
be applicable to those who may serve on
State juries, as well as those who may
serve on Federal juries?

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Chairman, my
philosophy would be that the Federal
court should regulate the Federal juries,
and that the State government should
regulate the State juries. As far as I can
ascertain, that is the feeling of the State
justices, and State officials. We have had
this problem before us on other occa-
sions.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HUNGATE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Colorado.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Would the
gentleman not want to protect an in-
dividual who may be summoned to serve
as a juror on either a State petit or a
grand jury, or as a witness in a State
court when someone comes up to him and
says, “Now, look, if you go down to that
court and testify as a witness, or if you go
down there and serve in that court on
that jury I am going to beat you. Because
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of your eolor, and your race, we do not
want you down there.”

Does the gentleman not believe that
protection should be extended in that
situation?

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for making that in-
quiry. As a philosophical matter, I would
protect the rights of people everywhere,
of whatever creed, color, race, or religion,
but as a practical matter I believe the
Federal Government has plenty to do in
administering the Federal criminal laws
that we have, and in doing this, and han-
dling Federal juries equally. This is sim-
ply a matter of preference.

In my opinion I would like to say that I
believe the jury system in the 50 States
is excellent, and it used to be the philoso-
phy that because each of our States was
separate each of the States could experi-
ment, and they did not all have to do the
same thing, and because of this the vari-
ous States have made various improve-
ments through following this system.
And in my opinion one inherits the jury
system of a State, just as you inherit its
its climate and geography, when you go
to that State.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. The gentle-
man says the philosophy is all right as
far as applying to the Federal Courts,
but that the gentleman does not want the
same philosophy to spill over into the
State Courts?

Mr. HUNGATE. Evidently I did not
make myself clear. As a matter of phi-
losophy, it would cover Asia, Africa, In-
dia, but as a practical matter here we are
concerned with Federal juries and Fed-
eral law.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Does the
gentleman not recognize that people may
be threatened or intimidated from at-
tending courts or acting as juries when
summoned as jurors, or when summoned
as witnesses; does the genfleman not
believe they should be protected, regard-
less of what court, State or Federal, they
may be in? 2

Mr. HUNGATE. I believe that when
we get to regulating all of the State juries
with the Federal Government, then we
are going to need a larger apparatus, and
a much larger number of people who will
be involved in areas with which they are
not familiar, than we have ever seen
in the past. I believe it would cause a
great deal of bedlam.

I believe the States have the duty to
protect the rights of their citizens, and
I do not believe some of the provisions in
the bill here will help protect those
rights. I prefer to have the State courts
administered at the State level. If you
will give me the power to regulate those
State juries, that is all the power 1
want.

Mr. MATHIAS of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HUNGATE. Yes, I yield to the
gentleman from Maryland.

Mr. MATHIAS of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
gentleman's amendment.

I appreciate the gentleman yielding to
me, but it seems to me that the gentle-
man’s amendment would produce a
ridiculous result.

For example, in the city of Baltimore
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the Federal courthouse is on one side of
the street, and the State courts are on
the other side of the street in the city
courthouse. How ridiculous it would be if
you could not intimidate or threaten the
jurors who are going over to the east
side of the street to the Federal court-
house because they are protected under
this aet, but that those jurors going over
to the west side of the street into the city
courthouse would not be protected.

Mr. HUNGATE. If the gentleman will
pardon my interruption, is the gentle-
man stating that that condition exists in
the State of Maryland?

Mr. MATHIAS of Maryland. I merely
point oub that the gentleman’s amend-
ment would invite such a possibility in
any one of the 50 States of the Union.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Missouri has expired.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. Corman].

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me we want
to prevent people from being denied
rights which are guaranteed by the U.S.
Constitution. It seems to me specious that
we say we protect them in their rights as
Federal jurors but not as State jurors. It
makes no more sense than to say that we
are going to protect people’s right to vote
in a Federal election, but not in a State
election.

In order to stop the violence and in-
timidation that is being used against
some people in some parts of this country,
and who are being denied their rights,
I hope that this amendment is defeated.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CORMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to join in the statement made by
the gentleman from California [Mr. Cor-
MAN].

Mr, Chairman, this amendment will
weaken the bill and there will be no
protection against intimidation of State
jurors in State courts in these fields if
the amendment is adopted.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Colorado [Mr.
Rocers].

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, I, too, join with the members of the
committee, with the exception of the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. HUNGATE],
of course, in opposition to his amend-
ment.

As has been pointed out, the only ob-
jective of this legislation is to protect an
individual against force or the threat of
force because of his race, color, creed,
political affiliation, or national origin.

The objective here is to see that the
same rights are available to those who are
summoned to jury service, grand or petit,
in any court of any State. That they
shall not be subjected to this harassment,
and if they are, then there shall be pun-
ishment by the U.S. Government.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. RopIiNol.

Mr, RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, as the other gentlemen
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who have preceded me in opposition to
this amendment have stated, the
amendment would clearly treat jurors or
those who would be serving or attending
upon any court, differently if they were
going to be prospective jurors in State
courts or prospective jurors in Federal
courts. I can see no reason for a distinc-
tion here.

‘We seek to protect the individual who
may be serving or attending upon any
court. We do not want to exempt from
protection from any injury that might
occur to an individual who would be go-
ing to a State court and only punish
those who assault prospective Federal
Jjurors.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I think the
gentleman’s amendment is out of order
and certainly not within the intent of
protecting those who would be doing
service as jurors, and for that reason,
I urge the defeat of the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New York [Mr.
CeLLER] to close debate on the pending
amendment.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Missouri [Mr. HuUNGATE].

The amendment was rejected.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, THOMPSON OF

GEORGIA

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. THOMPSON of
Georgia: On page 9, line 9, after the last
word, strike the perlod, insert a semicolon,
and the following:

“Provided, however, that nothing within
this section shall be construed so as to deter
any law enforcement officer from lawfully
carrying out the legal duties of his office and
no such officer shall be considered to be in
violation of this act for carrying out the
duties of his office or enforcing lawful ordi-
nances and laws of the United States, the
several States, or their political subdivisions.”

Mr., THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Chairman, the amendment which I pro-
pose is a sincere effort on my part to
provide a measure of assurance and pro-
tection for the local law-enforcement of-
ficials who are endeavoring to earry out
the legal and lawful duties of their office.

I have a sincere and genuine desire to
assure to each person equal rights and
equal opportunities and I hope that no
person in this body will construe my
amendment as in any way detracting
from those basic principles.

However, I do very strongly feel that
the law-enforcement officers may be
placed in an almost untenable position
by the enactment of this law unless we
grant to them certain defenses from
abuse of prosecution, though not likely
to ocecur, but which certainly could oceur
because of the emotional application of
this bill which we are considerng.

Let me give an example. Let us assume
that there is a group of Negroes ap-
proaching the Capitol. They have every
right to come into this building. They
number 300 or 400, They are led by some
black power leaders whom the Capitol
Police recognize as having participated
in certain militant activities. The Capitol
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Police are concerned about maintaining
law and order in this building. The Cap-
itol Police then, by force, and knowing
these people and because of their race,
forcefully prevent these individuals from
entering the Capitol premises.

I would like to submit to you that un-
der this bill the police would be guilty of
a violation of this bill we are considering
and would be subject to the penalties de-
seribed herein.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. I yield to
the gentleman from Florida.

Mr. CRAMER. As I understand the
amendment of the gentleman from
Georgia, it would take the Wright
amendment, which dealt with the sub-
ject of riots as it relates to law-enforce-
ment authorities, and it would expand
that to include any illegal act being
committed, or any effort on the part of
the police relating to any criminal law
in ecarrying out the policeman’s duties as
a law-enforcement officer, and it would
not limit it only to riots. It would apply
as to any lawful activity in protecting
citizens and carrying out the law by any
law-enforcement officer.

What the gentleman is doing is tak-
ing the Wright amendment and expand-
ing it to all activities of law-enforce-
ment authorities and, by so doing, we
would not get the Federal Government
into the middle of a fight between local
law-enforcement authorities and the
Federal authorities every time an officer
arrests someone or tries to enforce the
law at the local level. Is that not what
the gentleman’s amendment does?

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. In gen-
eral, that is true. However, there are cer-
tain distinctions we should draw between
the Wright amendment and my amend-
ment. The Wright amendment pre-
seribes certain penalties for a person at-
tempting to interfere with a law-en-
forcement officer. This amendment in no
way detracts from the bill. It simply pro-
vides a defense for a law-enforcement
officer who has been charged with the
violation of this act. That defense is
that he was engaged in the lawful duties
of his office, and in such, he incurred a
violation of this particular act.

Mr. CRAMER. If the gentleman will
yield further, I will say to the gentleman
the purpose of the gentleman’s amend-
ment is precisely what I recommended
to the committee. I recommended that
they write “lawfully” into the bill so that
the Federal Government would not get
injected into disputes over whether local
law-enforcement authorities were prop-
erly exercising their duties. Otherwise
they would get involved.

Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. I yield
to the gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. FLYNT. I, of course, support the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Georgia. However, I think he has
one word in his amendment which is
self-defeating as well as being surplus-
age, and that is the word “lawfully” as
it applies to ordinances and laws of the
United States and the several States.

At the proper time I shall offer an
amendment to strike the word for this
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reason., All laws and all ordinances,
State, Federal, and municipal, are pre-
sumed to be lawful until and unless they
are declared to be unconstitutional—not
unlawful but unconstitutional. They are
all lawful, and I think the inclusion of
that word in the gentleman’s amend-
ment is not only surplusage but is dan-
gerous.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. Tromp-
son of Georgia was given an additional
2 minutes.)

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. I would
like to say this: I specifically included
“lawfully,” for I do not desire to have
any sheriff or marshal attempting to en-
force or use as a defense an ordinance
which has been declared unconstitu-
tional and is therefore an unconstitu-
tional ordinance.

I concur with the comments of the
gentleman from Georgia. I am fully cog-
nizant of this, and that is the purpose I
put the term “lawful” in there.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. I yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, what
the gentleman actually is doing by his
amendment is striking out on page 6,
line 10, “Whoever—acting under color
of law”? Is that not in effect what the
gentleman is doing?

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. No, sir.
This is not correct at all. What I am do-
ing is providing a defense for a law officer
who may have been charged with violat-
ing this. His defense, would then be he
was engaged in lawful duties of his office,
carrying out a lawful ordinance.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. I yield to
the gentleman from Colorado.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, has the gentleman compared his
amendment with the ones that have been
adopted, particularly the one by the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. WricHT]?

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. No, I
have not. If the gentleman will allow me,
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. WRriGHT] pre-
seribes certain penalties for persons in-
terfering with law enforcement officers.
My amendment provides a defense for
law-enforcement officers who may have
unintentionally run afoul of this partic-
ular law. As an example, I gave the
example where there are demonstrators
coming into the Capitol. This is a meas-
ure to provide protection for our law-
enforcement officers, who are trying to
carry out the duties of their office.

Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. I yield
to the gentleman from Georgia.

Mr, FLYNT. Mr. Chairman, I support
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man,

The gentleman hit the nail on the
head with what he said just then, that
what he is trying fo do is keep people
from attempting to enforce ordinances
or laws which had previously been de-
clared unconstitutional. I do not think
any law-enforcement officer would at-
tempt to do that.
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Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that the
amendment of the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. THompsoN] be reread, be-
cause we have only one copy here, and
I am not sure that the copy is accurate.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. THomeson] will be
reread.

There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. THoMPsoN of
Georgla: On page 9, line 9, after the last
word, strike the period and insert a semi-
colon and the following:

“Provided, however, That nothing within
this section shall be construed so as to deter
any law enforcement officer from lawfully
carrying out the legal duties of his office.
No such officer shall be considered to be in
violation of this Act for carrylng out the
duties of his office or enforcing lawful ordi-
nances and laws of the United States, the
several States, or their political subdivisions.”
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FLYNT TO THE

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. THOMPSON OF

GEORGIA

Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment to the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
THOMPSON].

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. FLYNT to the
amendment offered by Mr. THomMPsoN of
Georgla: Before the word “ordinances” strike
the word "lawful".

Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Chairman, this is the
amendment to the amendment which I
discussed in my colloguy with my ecol-
league from Georgia [Mr. THomMPSON].
I would like to say this is not merely a
question of semantics. It goes to the very
heart of the amendment which the
gentleman from Georgia has offered.

First, let me inquire of the gentle-
man from Georgia, since I do not have
the amendment before me, does he have
a comma after the word “ordinance” or
does the word “lawful” go beyond to the
word “and” and the words that follow?

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Chairman, I would ask that the Clerk
may read that, because I do not believe
there is a comma.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state
to the gentleman that there is no comma
in that place.

Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Chairman, then the
language as it would be construed would
apply to “lawful laws”, and, of course,
that is redundant. It is surplusage.

In the sense and in the context in
which the word is included, it could be
self-defeating of the very purpose of the
amencment of my colleague from
Georgia. In this connection, I ask the
gentleman if he will not agree to the
inclusion of this amendment, because
my purpose is to help his amendment
and to strengthen it.

Mr., THOMPSON of Georgia. I ap-
preciate the gentleman’s help and ef-
forts. However, I feel that the word
“law” is actually a part of this, as well
as “ordinance”, because I do not desire
to see any person attempting to enforce
an ordinance which has been declared
unconstitutional, and use that as a de-
fense against prosecution under the act.
I want to be certain that if a law en-
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forcement officer is attempting to carry
out a lawful ordinance or law he will be
able to use that as a defense against
prosecution.

Mr. FLYNT. Would the gentleman
agree with me that if the constitutional-
ity of a law or an ordinance is tested in
the courts and it is subsequently held to
be unconstitutional, the question which
raises constitutionality goes to the ini-
tial application of the ordinance or stat-
ute, and it is void ab initio. It is not
simply voidable, but if it is unconstitu-
tional it is void from the moment of en-
actment.

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. I would
concur. However, I would say an officer
who is enforcing an ordinance which has
not been declared unconstitutional would
have a valid defense under this partic-
ular act. Once the act is declared uncon-
stitutional it is then stricken from the
lawbooks. It is still a law, although in-
valid law.

Mr. FLYNT. It ceases to be a “law”
once it is declared unconstitutional by
every interpretation. It ceases from the
very moment of enactment to be law or
ordinance. The action declaring it uncon-
stitutional is retroactive.

The language of the original amend-
ment would place an undue and unnec-
essary burden on law enforcement offi-
cers to determine and to sit in judgment
on the constitutionality of statutes and
ordinances. This undue burden should
not be imposed upon a policeman or
other law enforcement officer.

The very existence of an ordinance or
law presumes that it is lawful, and law-
ful it is until it is declared unconstitu-
tional. It is not a question of it being
declared unlawful, it is a question of it
being declared unconstitutional from its
ineception.

For this reason I hope that the amend-
ment to the amendment will be adopted,
rather than to impose an undue burden
on law-enforcement officials.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr, Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FLYNT. I yield to the gentleman
from Colorado.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. What the
gentleman is saying is that if a police of-
ficer acting under an illegal or unconsti-
tutional ordinance should carry out his
duties and responsibilities under that
ordinance, then under no circumstances
could he be punished under the provi-
sions of this bill.

Mr. FLYNT. That is correct. But if the
amendment is not amended by my
amendment, he would be subject to being
punished for carrying out his duty, his
lawful duties as they exist at that time.

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment to the
amendment.

I agree with the gentleman from
Georgia that it is quite dangerous to say
that no matter what ordinance is passed
in what town or what hamlet any place
in the United States the mere passage of
that ordinance insures police officers and
other local authorities from any kind of
prosecution under this act, no matter
how unreasonable that ordinance is.

In my own city of Indianapolis in 1946
they got the city council together in a
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huff and they passed an ordinance pro-
hibiting the passing out of handbills
merely because some union was on strike
and passing out handbills at the time.

It seems to me that the deletion of the
word “lawful” would open the door very
wide not only to local police officers but
also to local councils to work through
local police officers to destroy the very
meaning of this legislation we are seek-
ing to pass.

For that reason I certainly must op-
pose the amendment to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. Fryntl, to the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. THOMPSON].

The amendment to the amendment
was rejected.

Mr. MacGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment of
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
THOMPSON].

Mr. Chairman, I do so reluctantly. I
appreciate the motive of the gentleman
from Georgia in offering this amend-
ment. That motive, I am sure, as he has
expressed it to me, is to make absolutely
sure that not only in carrying out the
purposes of this act but in all other pur-
poses it should be clear that law-enforce-
ment officials are not to be harassed in
the performance of their duties.

However, I have carefully read this
amendment, and I find the language:

No such officer—

Referring to a law-enforcement of-
ficer—
no such officer shall be considered to be
in violation of this Act for carrying out the
dutles of his office.

Mr. Chairman, as concerned as many
of us are—and hopefully a great many
of us are—about the full and free exer-
cise by all Americans of their constitu-
tional rights, there are also those of us
in this Chamber who are concerned
about excessive zeal on the part of law-
enforcement officers. It is within my
personal knowledge that on more than
one occasion officers have conducted
themselves in carrying out their duties
in such a fashion that they should not
be protected by this legislation or by
any other legislation.

Mr. Chairman, we want to give every
encouragement, every protection, every
inducement to law-enforcement officials
fearlessly and fairly and with com-
passion for all to carry out their duties.
However, we do not, I am sure, wish to
write into this legislation any language
that could provide aid and comfort to
those very few law enforcement officers
who do not operate as law enforcement
officers should, but who in fact on lim-
ited occasions—and I stress that in my
knowledge they are very limited—use an
excess of zeal and an excess of force and
should not be protected in that sort of
conduct.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MacGREGOR., I yield to the chair-
man of the committee.

Mr. CELLER. Last year and in 8ll of
the deliberations we had on this bill, did
you find any real concern that police
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officers would not be properly protected
by this bill?

Mr. MacGREGOR. I found none, Mr.
Chairman.

Let me state again and let me em-
phasize again that the insertion of the
word “lawfully” as the Committee on the
Judiciary did insert it on the suggestion
of the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
CrameRr], makes it crystal clear that the
only protection we afford in this bill to
people seeking to exercise their eight
enumerated constitutional rights is the
protection that extends to those who are
lawfully exercising those constitutional
rights.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MAcGREGOR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. CRAMER].

Mr. CRAMER. If the amendment to
the amendment of the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. Tuompson], carried strik-
ing out “lawfully,” I would agree with the
gentleman from Minnesota. That is why
I voted against striking out “lawfully.”
The act done by the officer must be law-
ful. If he exceeds his authority, that is
unlawful. That is why I supported insert-
ing “lawfully,” and that is why I think
the amendment of the gentleman from
Georgia now is sound. It does not do what
the gentleman suggests, because the ac-
tion on the part of the officer has to be
lawful. If it is excessive, it is not lawful.
I think there is adequate protection, but
I think we have to make certain that the
Federal Government is not injected as
a referee every time a local law enforce-
ment officer takes action necessary to
carry out the law so long as that act is
lawful.

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MacGREGOR. I yield to the au-
thor of the amendment, the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. THOMPSON].

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Chairman, let me say that I think prob-
ably we both have not a meeting of the
minds necessarily but the same purpose
and intent. I want to protect a law-
enforcement officer who may not be as
qualified to judge whether he is in valid
exercise of his duties or should prevent
people from coming to the Capitol or not
coming to the Capitol, but because of the
fact that he is lawfully engaged in the
duties of his office and enforcing valid
ordinances, I think we should allow him
to have that as a defense against pros-
ecution under this act. That is all it
does. It does not exclude this but simply
provides a defense he may put up to
prosecution under this act, that he was
engaged in enforcing a valid and lawful
ordinance.

Mr. LENNON. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, it would seem to me
it is very likely that if this legislation is
enacted into law the first place that it
will have its chance to be put into opera-
tion is here at the Capitol of the Nation.
I think most of us will agree that Dr.
Martin Luther King—most Americans
will agree that he is a responsible, tem-
perate, and moderate civil rights leader.

Some of us were gquite shocked over
the inflammatory statements that he
made yesterday in Atlanta, Ga. To me
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it is a little bit significant that those
statements were made at the time that
this Congress was considering this leg-
islation, when he, Dr. Martin Luther
King, called upon the people of America
who support his position to manifest
their position by massive civil disobedi-
ence,

Dr. King further stated that he would
personally lead massive general strikes
and demonstrations in the Nation’s larg-
est cities; that all of this would take
place in the period of the next 4 months;
he said we would begin in Washingion.

Mr., Chairman, it leads me to question
the direction in which we are headed
with this legislation.

Dr. Martin Luther King states this:
that one of the possibilities is that we
will have a sit-in at the Department of
Labor.

Mr. Chairman, I think we must admit
that we are getting into the twilight
zone and the gray zone with respect to
the right of the guards down at the
Department of Labor and those guards
here on Capitol Hill and our Capitol Hill
police and also in every Federal building
within the District of Columbia and in
every State or municipally owned build-
ing in the country.

Now, let us reconsider this matter. If
this gentleman who has been considered
a moderate and a responsible civil rights
leader—not that we do not have a few
more responsible civil rights leaders—Dr.
Martin Luther King who I must say to
you has been a symbol in that direction,
if he brings to Washington what he said
he was going to bring, a massive demon-
stration and a sit-in at the Federal
buildings of this Nation in the exercise
of civil rights, how are we going to meet
that threat?

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. LENNON. Not at this time. It does
give me and I think should give these
distinguished members of this great
Judiciary Committee—fine, able, out-
standing lawyers of the country—con-
cern. We are going to get into the twi-
light or gray zone in our efforts to main-
tain a semblance of law and order here
at the Nation’s Capital. I think we should
seriously consider this question. I am
hopeful that the distinguished chairman
of this committee, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. CELLER], and his coun-
terpart, the ranking minority member,
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Mc-
CurrocH], will see fit to communicate
with Dr. Martin Luther King and other
responsible civil rights leaders and cau-
tion them that they may bring this act
into play, assuming that it is enacted into
law and becomes law within the next 2
or 3 weeks, as Dr. King projected in his
statement.

He said very frankly that the organiza-
tion of the Southern Christian Leader-
ship Conference will take a new turn, a
new direction, and new tactics.

My friends, I believe that we are faced
with being impaled not on the horns of
one dilemma, bui on the horns of two
dilemmas. It is rather odd to me that
he should make this statement and take
this change in his course of direction
yesterday, knowing that the House was
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considering this legislation today. Is it
a threat? Is he saying to the men and
women of the House of Representatives
that they must respond to what he wants
with respect to this legislation? I hope
not, but I cannot help but believe that
that connotation is there.

Mr. MACGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. LENNON. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. MACGREGOR. Mr. Chairman,
having the high regard which I do for
the character and the ability of the
gentleman from North Carolina, I would
like to ask this: Is the gentleman sug-
gesting that a massive sit-in, one which
obstructs the operations of the em-
ployees of the Department of Labor,
would constitute one of the eight pro-
tected activities in this bill?

Mr. LENNON. No, but the gentleman
will note in subsection 3 that it relates
to all public facilities owned by the U.S.
Government, and the Labor Depart-
ment, where the sit-down is now plan-
ned, is a public facility belonging to the
Federal Government, just as are almost
three-quarters of all the buildings here.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

(On request of Mr. MACGREGOR, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. LENNON was al-
lowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. LENNON. The point I am con-
cerned about, my friend, is the fact that
are we going to in a sense handcuff these
people that work here as Capitol police-
men, and guards in these other build-
ings, because how can they distinguish?

The gentleman may say, well, a man
may lie down or sit down, that may be
true, but he does not have to do that to
be an obstructionist.

Mr. MACGREGOR. I certainly do not
want in any measure to be a part in pass-
ing a bill that will make it impossible or
even very difficult for the guards to
carry out their duties in the different
buildings throughout the District of
Columbia, but I would like to know how
a sit-in could qualify for coverage under
the language of section 3, where it says
“participating in or enjoying any bene-
fit, service, privilege, program, facility,
or activity provided or administered by
the United States.”

Mr. LENNON. I would say to the gen-
tleman that having read the bill and
knowing a little bit about human na-
ture, if they march on any building in
Washington they will not have to get in
and sit there before we have a problem
with them. The gentleman knows that,
and the gentleman knows that the tem-
per of the people here in Washington is
such today that there is going to be hesi-
tancy in enforcing this law if this law is
in effect at that time.

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose
does the gentleman from Georgia rise?

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
an inadvertent error be corrected in the
amendment.

In the last section it says “violation
of this aet,”. It should read “violation
of this section,” in order to be consistent
with my language throughout.

Also, Mr. Chairman, I have used “law-
ful duties” throughout, and in the phrase
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which says “for carrying out the duties”,
I would like the word “lawful” inserted
prior to the word “duties™. ;

So that the section will now read, and
I will read it:

Provided, however, that nothing within
this section shall be construed so as to
deter any law enforcement officer from law-
fully carrying out the lawful duties of his
office and no such officer shall be considered
to be in violatlon of this section for carrying
out the lawful duties of his office or enforc-
ing lawful ordinances and laws of the United
States, the several States, or their political
subdivisions,

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Georgia?

There was no objection.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Georgia [Mr. THOMPSON].

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. CELLER) there
were—ayes T4, noes 42,

So the amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. RARICK

Mr. RARICE. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Raricx: On
page 9, line 19, after (b), strike out lines 19,
20, 21, and 22, and insert:

“(b) Section 242 of title 18, United States
Code, is amended to read as follows:

% g 243 Deprivation of rights under color of
law

“« whoever, under color of any law, statute,
treaty, ordinance, regulation, or custom (in-
cluding any order, rule, or regulation issued
by the President to apply measures which
the Security Council or General Assembly
has decided, or may decide, pursuant to chap-
ter 41, or any other chapter, of the Charter
of the United Nations, are to be employed
to give effect to its decisions or resolutions
under such charter, or otherwise), willfully
subjects any inhabitant of any State, Dis-
trict, Commonwealth, territory, or possession
of the United States to the deprivation of
any rights, privileges, or immunities secured
or protected by the Constitution or laws of
the United States, or to different punish-
ments, pains, or penalties, shall be fined not
more than $10,000 or imprisoned not more
than ten years, or both, and if death results
shall be subject to imprisonment for any
term of years or for life.” "

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I make a
point of order against the amendment
on the ground that it is not germane in
that in the bill before us all we do with
reference to section 242 is to amend the
penalties.

But in the amendment as offered by
the gentleman from Louisiana the en-
tire section and substance of section 242
of title 18 of the United States Code is
added to the bill.

This amendment is purely extraneous
matter so far as the bill is concerned
and it has no relevancy.

Reference is even made in that section
to the United Nations, and of course the
United Nations has no relevancy to this
act and to the issues that we are de-
bating.

Mr. Chairman, for these reasons I ask
that the amendment be declared out of
order.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. Rarick] desire to be
heard on the point of order?
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Mr. RARICK, Yes, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will hear
the gentleman.

Mr. RARICK. Mr. Chairman, the bill
before us today in subsection (b) does
provide for amendment by additional
penalties under section 242 of title 18,
United States Code.

In substance the amendment that I
have offered only provides that in addi-
tion to the penalties against States and
State officials acting under color of law,
an American citizen may also have his
constitutional rights denied him by trea-
ties and orders, et cetera, emanating
from the United Nations and from other
sources.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I certainly
feel that the amendment is germane and
I would ask the Chairman to so rule.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. BorLriNGg), The
Chair is prepared to rule. The Chair has
had an opportunity to examine the
amendment of the gentleman from
Louisiana, and he feels that it goes well
beyond the proposition before the House
and adds additional penalties to title 18,
section 242, which are not germane to
the bill. He therefore sustains the point
of order.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WATSON

Mr. WATSON. Mr, Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Warson: On
page 8, line 9, insert the following subpara-
graph:

“(9) the conduct and operation of his
business; or—".

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from
South Carolina is recognized for 5 min-
utes in support of his amendment.

Mr., WATSON. Mr. Chairman, and
Members of the Committee, I shall not
take the 5 minutes. I think the amend-
ment is quite clear and self-explanatory
to everyone. Frankly, I had a little mis-
giving as to whether it was germane.
However, after the able argument of the
gentleman from Texas in support of his
amendment and the wise ruling of the
Chair in reference to the germaneness of
that amendment, I am happy to say that
now I am confident there is the germane-
ness and that the amendment should be
properly considered.

We have some eight specific acts listed
in the bill that are, according to law,
malum prohibitum. All I am trying to do
in this amendment is to protect the civil
rights of businessmen against intimida-
tion and harassment. We have under the
provisions of this law the protection of
those who are interested in civil rights
from intimidation, harassment, and in-
terference with their rights. The only
thing we are asking now is to turn the
coin over and give the legitimate busi-
nessman who is conducting a business in
a lawful manner the same protection
against harassment, intimidation, and
interference from so-called civil rights
advocates who will disrupt the legiti-
mate business operator. It is just as
simple as that. Protect the rights of all.

I hope we will go along with this
amendment and show the people who
have been so intimidated and harassed
that we are concerned about the ecivil
rights of the businessman as well as the
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civil rights of the man who would take
to the streets in order to protect his
interests.

I hope that the chairman of the com-
mittee again has studied this amend-
ment and that he will go along and say
that we want to treat everyone fairly.
Certainly we do not want to permit
harassment or intimidation to anyone,
although he might be someone who was
out trying to make a living legitimately
and giving employment to American peo-
ple instead of demonstrating in the
streets and causing general disruption of
civil law and order. Let us not reward
the troublemaker while ignoring the in-
terests of the businessman.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from South Carolina yield back the re-
mainder of his time?

Mr. WATSON. Does the gentleman
from New York wish me to yield to him?
If so, I would be happy to do so and per-
haps we can expeditiously conclude con-
sideration of the amendment.

Mr. CELLER. I wish to take my own
time.

Mr. WATSON. Then I yleld back the
balance of my time.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment, which
would create a new Federal right, the
right to operate a business or a profes-
sion. Unlike the eight activities enumer-
ated in the bill, which are already guar-
anteed by the Constitution or existing
Federal statutes, engaging in a business
or a profession is not itself a presently
federally protected activity.

The unconstitutionality of this amend-
ment is quite clear. Such a provision cer-
tainly should not be enacted without ex-
ploring the Federal interest. We have
had no opportunity to do that at all.
There is a possibility of a connection with
interstate commerce, but we do not know
of this. We have had no hearings on this
particular provision. The connection be-
tween business and profession and inter-
state commerce is not clear by the
amendment itself. Therefore, I believe
that the provision is unconstitutional.

Beyond that, the amendment would be
far reaching. I ask this question: Should
the Government regulate professions and
businesses? That is what the implica-
tions in the amendment are.

I say to those who are addicted to
States’ rights to beware. For example,
shall we seek to go into the nooks and
crannies of every business? Are we going
to regulate accountants and other pro-
fessional men like lawyers, doctors, psy-
chiatrists, and all others who are in busi-
ness, such as fortune tellers, engineers,
butchers, bakers, candlestickmakers, chi-
ropodists, grocers, public relations coun-
selors, beauty parlor operators, and
opticians?

I do not know where it would stop. Yet
the gentleman wants us to attempt to
regulate all business and professions and
wants us to put the halo of protection
around them. For those reasons—and
many others which I could conjure up
later—I hope the amendment will not
prevail,

Mr. WATSON., Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentleman
from South Carolina.
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Mr. WATSON. Mr. Chairman, I am
not sure I heard correctly my esteemed
colleague, but he made a reference that
I intended my amendment to license all
these businesses. Am I wrong in conclud-
ing that under the Federal Constitution
a man might have pursuit of happiness,
and that might include operating a busi-
ness? I am not seeking to control the
business. I am only saying since we are
protecting the civil rights worker from
intimidation and harassment and inter-
ference, is it not equally fair that we pro-
tect a businessman against intimidation,
harassment, or interference on the part
of another citizen as long as he is oper-
ating his business lawfully?

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I would
say it might surprise the gentleman to
know that there is no Federal law that
permits or licenses one to enter into busi-
ness. That is generally a right conferred
by the State and not by the Federal Gov-
ernment. That is why I direct the atten-
tion of the gentleman to the fact that
this is an unconstitutional provision, and
very dangerous provision. It may seem
innocent on its face, but it is not. It
could raise all manner and kinds of diffi-
culties to enforce this kind of statute.

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Chairman, may I
respectfully respond to my esteemed
friend. There is nothing in my amend-
ment eoncerning what kind of business
a person might go into. It is simply to
protect him in the conduct of that
business, which I assume will be licensed
by the appropriate city, county, or State
authorities. This is not to license or con-
trol any business.

Mr. CELLER. The gentleman says
“business or profession.” That encom-
passes the whole waterfront. It takes in
all those businesses and professions I
have mentioned.

Mr. WATSON. I must confess I am in-
terested in protecting anybody who
wants to work.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired. The question is on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. WaTson1.

The question was taken; and, on a
division (demanded by Mr. WATsON)
there were—ayes 55, noes 69.

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. WarsoN
and Mr. Rocers of Colorado.

The Committee again divided, and
the tellers reported that there were—
ayes 90, noes 90.

So the amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, WAGGONNER

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WAGGONNER:
On page 6, line 14, strike the words, “because
of his race, color, religion, or national ori-
gln"-

On page 8, lines 15 and 16, strike the
words, “on account of race, color, religion, or
national origin”.

On page 9, lines 1 and 2, strike the words,
“on account of race, color, religion, or na-
tional origin”,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Louisiana is recognized for 5 min-
utes in support of his amendment.
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Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WAGGONNER. I will be happy to
yield to my friend from Ohio.

Mr. HAYS. I made a strong speech
awhile back, 2 or 3 hours ago, about
freedom of speech and about not closing
off debate. Now, I did not want to overdo
it. The chairman here seems to be a
little reluctant. At this point I would
like to ask unanimous consent that all
debate on this amendment and on the
bill close at 10 minutes to 6.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, reserving
the right to object, how many amend-
ments are pending?

Mr. HAYS. That is a good question. I
was told two, but I do not know whether
that is right. I would be glad if the Chair
will tell us.

The CHAIRMAN. There are no fur-
ther amendments pending.

Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr, Chairman, I
have no intention of utilizing the 5 min-
utes allotted to me on this particular
amendment.

This bill as proposed is supposedly a
bill which will secure to certain individ-
uals certain federally legislated rights
and will prevent interference in their
attempts to achieve or exercise these
eight area of rights. Penalties are pro-
vided if someone knowingly injures, in-
timidates, or interferes because of race,
color, religion, or national origin. Much
has been said about equal treatment. If
this is what we really mean then it is
time to say what we mean and mean
what we say. Let us provide the penalty
for any and every reason. Delete race,
color, religion, and national origin. If
someone knowingly interferes why limit
the causes? If you are really concerned
about every man regardless of race you
will pass this amendment. If not then
you will continue to give preferential
treatment to the Negro.

Mr, ROGERS of Colorado. Mr, Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, WAGGONNER. I will be glad to
yield.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. You re-
member that heretofore we adopted the
Anderson amendment which had polit-
ical affiliation in it.

Did the gentleman purposely leave that
out—strike that out?

Mr. WAGGONNER. No, I did not
purposely leave that out. The amend-
ment went to the desk before the addi-
tions. If the gentleman will accept the
amendment, I would be glad to add it to
mine,

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Well, would
the gentleman yield for a unanimous-
consent request that it be added to the
gentleman’s amendment?

Mr. WAGGONNER. I would indeed.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WAGGONNER. I would be glad to
yield to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. MULTER. I am wondering whether
or not if this amendment prevails, the
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gentleman from Loulsiana is prepared to
support this bill?

Mr. WAGGONNER. I do not think
there is any sugar which you could put
on this bill to get me to support it.

Mr. MULTER. I thank the gentleman
from Louisiana.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, I
¥leld back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New York
[Mr. CELLER].

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I oppose
the amendment which has been offered
by the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr.
WaccoNNER]. We are here because of the
racial tensions and the racial prejudice.
Negroes are in despair; which despair
flows from the fact that they are denied
their rights under the 14th amendment
on the basis of their race and their color.
If we knock out the words “race or color”
from this bill, we practically take the
whole guts out of the bill, the very rea-
son and purpose for the bill, race, reli-
gion, and national origin.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, the gentle-
man from Louisiana offers an amend-
ment which would only destroy this bill.
I cannot conceive how there could be any
vote for it. For that reason, it should be
defeated.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. WAGGONNER].

The amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New York [Mr.
MurTER].

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
McCLoRY].

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, I just
want to reiterate my support for this
legislation and to express the hope that
we will keep in mind the purpose of this
legislation.

Mr. Chairman, this is a very difficult
atmosphere under which we are debating
this legislation today, I might say, and I
have noted a great emphasis upon some
of those who have abused their civil
rights and who have done a disservice
to the cause of ecivil rights. There has
been a great discussion as to Stokely Car-
michael and Rap Brown before this
House.

I would like to say that this legislation
is intended to assist those millions of
persons who because of their color have
been deprived of an opportunity for a
job or for service on a jury or the right
to vote or the right for a public educa-
tion. It was for that purpose that this
legislation was introduced.

We are trying to aid and assist them
in the exercise of their constitutional
rights.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I urge sup-
port of this legislation.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. Crark].

Mr. CLARK. Mr. Chairman, after
hearing and analyzing Dr. King's state-
ment last night, it is my opinion that he
be flushed out. These so-called clergy-
men better quit hiding behind the Lord’s
coattail. If they are going to be Commu-~
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nist sympathizers—let them say so. Let's
have the FBI ferret these men out.

For the past year or so I have felt an
inner urge to speak out on the subject of
law enforcement. In view of what has
transpired in the entire area of law en-
forcement during this period of time, I
can no longer fail to speak.

I have been reluctant to add to the
present confusion and until now I have
held my peace, but in good conscience I
can do so no longer. The brief remarks
that I am about to make are not directed
entirely at the Negro community, al-
though in view of recent happenings in
Newark and Detroit, it would perhaps
be convenient to do so. It seems to me,
however, that the problem is not entirely
one of race, nor even, sir, of law enforce-
ment, but—more to the point, one of
awareness of law itself.

I ask the simple question—How long
can a society go on thumbing its nose at
law and order? Have we lost forever the
youth of yesterday who had an apprecia-
tion for the “cop on the beat?” Have we
reached the stage where the man who
wears a blue coat and a badge is no longer
respected at all? I find it difficult to be-
lieve that this Nation has changed to the
extent that no one feels a respect for this
man who is burdened and charged with
the maintenance of law and order on our
streets.

I admit, Mr. Chairman, that my view
of this man in blue may be tinged with
my own experience. In military service,
part of my time was spent as a provost
marshall—later I served as a chief of
police—in total some 15 years of my
life has been devoted to law enforcement.
And I guess that is why I felt the need to
speak out now in behalf of the men who
are proteeting our homes and property.

I have walked the dimly lit streets of
western Pennsylvania in the early hours
of the morning. I have seen other men
who were underpaid and overworked do
the same. I know not how many other
Members in this Chamber have done so—
but I have and I know of what I speak.
I have watched family men dedicated to
the protection of life and property take
their chances—sometimes with drawn
revolvers risking their own life to protect
the life of others. At least in my days of
law enforcement they earned the respect
of the community and its children if not
the material rewards that other occupa-
tions provide.

Now we face a society that has no re-
spect for these men who allow all of us
to sleep safely in our homes. We not only
fail to respect them, we fail to pay them
adequately and I have serious reserva-
tions about how we provide for their
widows and orphans after they have
fallen in the battle of protection of your
life and mine.

We truly have heroes in the war in
Vietnam, they are men recognized for
their work in the protection of liberty.
We here, right in this Chamber, have
provided the necessary financial protec-
tion for those who fall in the field of bat-
tle and that is as it should be. But what
have we done for those who have fallen in
the field of domestic battle? Twelve
months from now, who will care for the
widow of the police officer stomped to
death recently? Will there be someone in
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this Chamber, or elsewhere, concerned a
year from now with the firemen who
were felled by the bullets of snipers? Will
the suburbanite or the city dweller feel a
responsibility a year from now for these
men that we have lost?

We will give a proper and dignified
military funeral for those men who have
fallen in a far distant land. And well we
should. But what will we do for law en-
forcement officers who have fallen in
their line of duty? I know, as a former
law enforcement officer that they well
know the risks that they undertake when
they pull the blue jacket over their shoul-
ders. But does the citizen of the United
States know? Does the man in the
street—and more to the point for the
future—does his child know that the
policeman, sheriff, state trooper, FBI
agent, Secret Service man is a friend—
and not an adversary? Do they truly
realize that this man is the one who
maintains an ordered society?

Mr. Chairman, I find it extremely dif-
ficult to concern myself with the sociol-
ogists and the urban planners who charge
the lawless society to our failure to ap-
propriate enough funds. I cannot con-
cern myself with the complexities of a
modern urban society without consider-
ing that the feeling for an appreciation
of law and order has been lost. A long
time ago Patrick Henry stood up and
declared, “Give me liberty or give me
death.” It is time for another declara-
tion of liberty or death. We certainly
cannot have liberty without order. We
most assuredly send our law enforcement
officers to their death without an ordered
society. And none of us can enjoy liberty
without order. All we can and will reap
is death—death of devoted law enforce-
ment men unless we find a new respect
for the law and the man in blue.

Mr. Chairman, I hear the constant
urgings of the bleeding hearts for great-
er and greater appropriations for a mul-
titude of purposes, but in my opinion the
money should be going to those who de-
fend the society in which we live. Is not
it time to consider Federal funds for
local law enforcement training? Should
not we consider increased salaries for the
FBI and Secret Service? It seems to me
that there are so many who are worry-
ing about the underprivileged and dis-
enfranchised—and they are there—but
who is worrying about the cop on the
beat?

Well, Mr. Chairman, there is one Mem-
ber of the Congress of the United States
who is. I do not pretend to be a social
relations expert. I cannot claim to be an
urban renewal man. I may not under-
stand the total complexities of an urban
society. But I understand one thing very
clearly. I know that the officer who walks
the beat right now in Baton Rouge or
Seattle or San Francisco or Boston is
defending me and my family. Our coun-
try might do well to worry about our do-
mestic soldier in blue and compensate
him for the job that he is doing rather
than spend endless hours analyzing the
causes that we must face some fime from
now.

Mr. Chairman, I suggest to the Mem-
bers that the police of this Nation need
greater respect—deserve far greater re-
spect and substantially greater pay for
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the risks they take. And if they have
only one defender in this respected
Chamber, I am very happy fo claim that
title.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania has expired.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. MACGREGOR].

Mr. MacGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, 3
years ago the Congress of the United
States passed legislation which was
rightfully hailed at that time and should
be hailed today as one of the most for-
ward-looking steps to implement the U.S.
Constitution that the Congress has ever
enacted, That was the Civil Rights Act
of 1964,

This legislation H.R. 2516, passed the
House last year. The bill we are now con-
sidering seeks to protect and guarantee
to all Americans the utilization of those
rights, services, and privileges spelled out
in the Civil Rights Act of 1964.

Mr. Chairman, we have had a very ex-
tensive 2-day debate on this measure.
Nine amendments have been adopted fo
this bill. The bill still carries out the in-
tent of those who desired to provide
guarantees of protection for those seek-
ing the full exercise of the civil rights
guaranteed under the 1964 Civil Rights

Act.

Also, Mr. Chairman, the bill now
clearly does not hamper nor restrict po-
licemen and firemen and other public
officials in carrying out their duties. This
bill should receive an overwhelming bi-
partisan vote on final passage.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Minnesota has expired.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. Hays].

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, just to give
the Members an idea of how rumors can
start, and how much misinformation
can get around, the group that was here
earlier this afternoon was given permis-
sion to meet in a committee room in the
other building, and read a great petition
about their wrongs, and so forth—and
maybe there is some validity to them, I
do not know—but at one place they said
“Whereas, we only last week tried to
present our grievances to the House, and
we were driven out of the galleries by
the police at the orders of the Speaker
who said ‘Kill the black so-and sos’,”
and some fellow in back of the room got
up and said, “That’s right, that's telling
'em, because I was there and heard Sam
Rayburn say it.”

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Ohio has expired.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. Corman].

Mr, CORMAN. Mr. Chairman, I urge
a favorable vote on the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Colorado [Mr.
RoGERs].

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield back the balance of my
time.

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Chairman, I most
earnestly hope that this House, with
traditional wisdom, will calmly and
speedily approve this measure before us,
H.R. 2516, which prescribes graduated
penalties for forcible interference with
any person engaging in or afttempting to
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engage in the exercise of his legal and
civil rights, The bill encompasses sub-
stantially the same provisions as those
that were contained in the Civil Rights
Act of 1966, which was approved in this
House 1 year ago almost to the day.

In other words, the rights and privi-
leges of all citizens, with which this bill
is conicerned, have already been granted
to our citizens by previous laws, as, in-
deed, they were already pledged to all
our citizens in the Constitution of this
great country. The basic purpose of this
measure is, as a matter of practicality, to
make all citizens safer and more secure
in their exercise of these rights.

In substance, this measure would make
it a Federal offense for anyone to infer-
fere with a person exercising his rights
or privileges; for instance, to vote, hold
a job, eat in a restaurant, serve on a
jury, ride a common carrier, use publie
facilities, and receive the benefits of Fed-
eral programs.

Mr. Chairman, the objectives of this
bill are not in any way intended to have
limited application; the urgent need for
this legislation is, in a regrettable sense,
too obviously universal throughout the
country.

Mr. Chairman, if we wish to give any
real meaning to our past adoption of eivil
rights legislation, the passage of this bill
is essential and if is especially so in this
most eritical period of our national his-
tory. Therefore, I hope that the House
will resoundingly aceept this bill without

Me. :
paasageoithlsbiﬂwﬂlhavelitﬂemno
effect on the average American Negro.
Inferior housing and education will con-
tinue unabated. Job diserimination will
not be alleviated. Poverty will persist.
This, however, does nof make the bill or
other civil rights legislation irrelevant.
On the contrary, we will not be able to
deal effectively with the problems of dis-
crimination and poverty in reality until
we have dealt with them on paper.
Equally important is the symbolic signifi-
cance of restoring confidence in Congress
by Negroes. Unfortunately Congress dealt
with the social conditions which gave rise
to the riots by passage of an antiriot
bill, defeat of a rat control bill, and con-
tinued emasculation of antipoverty legis-
lation. To defeat this bill, even drastically
amended as it is, now would only add in-
sult to injury. I cannot honestly find any
justification for opposing this bill. How
can we expect Negroes to respect the law
if we do not respect their basic rights as
citizens? How can we condemn Stokely
Carmichael and Rap Brown, on the one
hand, while condoning interference with
eivil rights on the other?

While I support this bill I have many
reservations about if, however, It is not
as many claim a far-reaching civil rights
bill. Besides its dealing with only one
segment of a very complex problem it is
significantly weaker than the bill passed
by the House last year. Most important is
the deletion from last year’s bill of a sec-
tion which would prohibit intimidation
of Negroes who want to move into all-
white neighborhoods. I also question the
effectiveness of this bill in dealing with
the problem of intimidation of civil rights
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workers. Let us not deceive ourselves;
without vigorous enforcement this bill
will be as much a deterrent to interfer-
ence with civil rights as the antiriot bill
will deter the riots in our cities.

In the final analstsis the bill offers only
a beginning and holds out a hope that
significant legislation to combat housing
discrimination, inferior education, and
poverty in general will be forthcoming
shortly.

Mr. HELSTOSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
wish to state my firm support of H.R.
2518, a bill to provide Federal criminal
penalties for forcible interference with
federally created and federally guaran-
teed rights.

I am sure that this measure will be
passed by the House by a substantial vote,
but it would not have been necessary to
eonsider this bill if the rights of individ-
uals were respected.

Under this legislation it would be a
crime to interfere with a person exer-
cising his right to vote, his right to attend
school, eat in a restaurant, hold a job,
serve on a jury, ride a common ecarrier,
use publie facilities, and enjoy the many
benefits as an American citizen. These
rights were enacted into law by previ-
ously passed legislation. This bill is in-
tended to make them safer to exercise
them.

I have voted in favor of the passage of

“previous civil rights bills and I intend to

vote for this measure. The enactment of
this measure is long overdue.

It appears that local law enforcement
officers are unable or, in some part of
our Nation, unwilling to enforce the law
guaranteeing equal rights to all persons;
therefore, Federal legislation now be-
comes appropriate and necessary.

Actually there is still much to be done
in this area. This bill gives us an opening
for protection of civil rights workers and
minority group individuals.

In passing this legislation we will be
showing this Nation that we will protect
the rights of the individual just as much
as we need to protect our citizens from
lawlessness. Each of these factors is es-
sential to an orderly and responsible
free society.

Mr. Chairman, in the total years of the
existence of our Nation, American law
has served as a shield to protect our
citizens, and also as a sword to hit back
at injustices and the capricious use of
power or force.

This bill, HR. 2516, would give real
protection against both private and gov-
ernmental wrongdoing to those lawfully
enjoying their constitutional and statu-
tory rights.

I commend this legislation to all of
the Members of this House.

This legislation has long received and
enjoyed the support of the Members of
this House as a bipartisan program. It
is for us to reaffirm this support today
in the passage of this legislation.

It is my hope that this law will be sel-
dom invoked, but should there be con-
tinued interference with the people who
exercise their legal rights, it will be a
tool that is readily available to discour-
age the criminal assaults which have
gone unpunished in the past.

Under our definition and understand-
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ing of justice, this legislation must be
passed to curtail aggressive acts of
physical violence.

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. Mr. Chairman,
over the last 2 days, we have been de-
bating what can only be described as a
most modest civil rights proposal. H.R.
2516, the measure now before us, does
little more than incorporate a single sec-
tion of the more far-ranging civil rights
legislation which was passed by the
House last year but talked to death in
the Senate.

That bill, approved in the House by a
comfortable margin of 259 to 157, would
have prohibited discrimination in the
selection of State and Federal jurors,
permitted the Attorney General to ini-
tiate school and public accommodations
desegregation suits, opened some hous-
ing and—just as the bill before us now—
protected civil rights workers.

These provisions presumably all were
acceptable to a 3-to-2 majority of our
colleagues on August 9, 1966—barely a
year ago—when the legislation contain-
ing them was voted upon by the House.

‘They are all still acceptable to me, and
I wish we were considering the entire
package today, instead of the one meager
fragment for punishing interference with
the lawful exercise of civil rights.

I wonder how many of our Negro citi-
zens will be directly helped by enact-
ment of H.R. 2516. I will vote for it, of
course, but it is a sadly inadequate pro-
posal when matched against the injus-
tices that still exist in American life.

Instead of eliminating these injustices,
we seem determined this year to avoid
the issue, by whooping it up for inef-
fectual plans to get the “bad guys,” the
flag burners and symbol shatterers, the
Rap Browns and Stokely Carmichaels.

But I wonder, sometimes, if Rap Brown
and his ilk are really worth all this at-
tention. Are we not basically taking little
men—pipsqueaks, if you will—and giving
them a notoriety they never imagined,
even in their wildest reveries, that they
would enjoy?

We should begin to concentrate our
energies on something other than sanc-
timonious preachings directed at the
Browns and Carmichaels.

We should turn once again, as we did
a few years ago, to a pursuit of a better
life for all Americans, regardless of their
creed or color. After all isn't that what
we, as the elected Representatives of the
people of the United States, are here for?

There are those among us, however,
who apparently see the role of a Con-
gressman in a different light. How else
can we explain the obvious obstructionist
tactics used yesterday?

I would like to advise my colleagues
from the Deep South that their rear-
guard actions cannot for long stem the
tide of human progress, and that despite
some temporary setbacks the cause of
decency and justice for all our citizens
eventually must prevail.

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 2516, In recent years
this Congress has taken significant steps
to assert, in positive law, this Nation’s
faith in and adherence to the principle
of full equality for all Americans.

Today we consider legislation to as-
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sure the protection of many of the rights
50 recently created or reaffirmed by leg-
islation. We have approved laws dealing
with racial discrimination in voting,
public accommodations, employment,
public facilities, and eduecation. It is a
truism to state that such laws are mean-
ingless if they are not offered full and
forceful protection from those who
would defeat their exercise by means of
violence or intimidation.

We have recognized and established
the rights—now let us take the addi-
tional necessary step of pledging the
Nation’s law enforcement machinery to
their protection.

Almost 100 years ago, after a violent
civil war, Congress made efforts similar
to those taken by this body in recent
years to guarantee the rights of full citi-
zenship to all our people. Much of the
criminal legislation enacted at that time
was defeated by judicial interpretation
invalidating or severely limiting its
scope. With that national defeat came a
shameful relapse into a racial caste sys-
tem that even now survives in some re-
spects.

It is clear that we now have the oppor-
tunity to avoid the mistakes of the past
and to reassert specific and appropri-
ately severe criminal sanctions against
interference with the exercise of eivil
rights. Recent decisions of the Supreme
Court and other Federal courts offer as-
surance that the old hampering restric-
tions on Federal eriminal power will not
be applied to new legislation. We can be
certain that the executive department
will vigorously enforce this legislation.
We have a unique opportunity to heed
a tragic lesson of history and act upon
what we have learned.

I urge that we take that action by
promptly approving this needed legisla-
tion.

Mr. GILBERT. Mr. Chairman, in ad-
dition to the strengthening of sanctions
against interference with civil rights
contained in the provisions of this hill
constituting a new section 245 of title 18,
United States Code, I would like to call
the attention of the House to the amend-
ments to sections 241 and 242 set out in
this bill.

The amendments increase the maxi-
mum penalties for violation of these
provisions. The maximum penalties un-
der these statutes as currently drawn
are too lenient where a serious injury
or death has occurred. Section 241 pro-
vides for a maximum of $5,000 fine or a
10-year prison sentence, or both. Under
section 242, the maximum penalties are
only a $1,000 fine or 1 year imprison-
ment, or both.

Under the amendments proposed in
the bill before us, the maximum fine for
a violation of section 241 is raised to
$10,000. And in both sections 241 and
242, provision is made for imprisonment
of “any term of years or for life” where
the prohibited activity has resulted in
death.

These amendments are important for
two reasons. First, they make the pen-
alties for violation of these statutes more
commensurate with the gravity of the
crime committed. It is outrageous that
Federal law provides only a misdemeanor
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penalty, for example, to punish a law
officer for willfully causing the death of
8 prisoner in his custody. Under the
amended version of section 242, the pun-
ishment would more nearly fit the crime.

The second reason these amendments
are important is that they will serve to
reaffirm the vitality of these two stat-
utes. Much has been said about the in-
adequacy of sections 241 and 242, and
about the difficulties of proof that their
general language has caused; neverthe-
less, it is certain that there will continue
to exist, after passage of the new section
245, certain Federal rights entitled to
protection but not there enumerated. It
is imperative that Congress make clear
that 245 in no way undercuts the more
general provisions contained in the older
statutes. By increasing the penalties pro-
vided for in these statutes—an action
long overdue—we also assert the fact of
their continuing importance in the over-
all scheme of Federal civil rights en-
forcement.

Mr. ESCH. Mr. Chairman, I am de-
lighted that the House of Representa-
tives is today considering this important
legislation. Nearly a month ago we ap-
proved legislation to penalize those who
move in interstate commerce with the
purpose of inciting a riot. At that time
we made it clear that the Constitution
does not permit the right of insurrection
or the right of inciting insurrection. I
supported that bill and believe that its
enactment is necessary.

However, we must make it clear that
it was not and is not the intention of the
Congress to deny anyone his constitu-
tionally guaranteed rights. We must
guarantee each individual and group
their constitutional rights of freedom of
speech and assembly. Due protection of
law must be afforded every individual or
group to peacefully assemble, to speak
and to protest. 5

The bill before us today would help to
accomplish that guarantee. Its passage
in combination with the antiriot bill
would clarify the difference between our
concern for legitimate civil rights ac-
tivity and our opposition to exploitation
of race and incitement to riot. It would
protect individuals while working to ob-
tain and enjoying long overdue civil
rights for themselves and others. It
would be a blow against the forces of
prejudice and hate which have attempted
to deprive significant portions of our
Nation of their rights.

Mr. Chairman, the basic constitutional
theory on which this country is founded
is that social change can be instituted
lawfully and that, therefore, in a democ-
racy there is no need to overthrow the
Government. We as a Congress and a
people have asserted our condemnation
of those who would abuse those rights
by attempting to overthrow that very
structure which provides them with their
freedom.

Today a favorable vote on this legisla-
tion will be a congressional aflirmation
of our determination that social change
can be instituted lawfully and that the
Government will be used to protezt those
who are attempting to bring about such
lawful change. It will assist us in defeat-
ing those who urge that violence is the
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only way to bring about change. It dedi-
cates our Nation, once again, tc the equal
protection under the law of all citizens
regardless of color, race, or creed. It re-
affirms our fzith that the democratic
system can work for all the people.

Mr. Chairman, I have long favored
legislation of this type. Earlier this year
I urged protection of eivil rights workers
through the introduction of “The In-
junctive Relief Act,” the concept of
which is similar to H.R. 2516 which is
before us today. I have worked with
others to emphasize the rights of all
our citizens. I support this bill and be-
lieve that early enactment and imple-
mentation is imperative.

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Chairman, I want
to associate myself with the views ex-
pressed in the report of the Judiciary
Committee on H.R. 2516. I wish to con-
gratulate the committee on a cogent
statement in support of this bill.

In the last several years Congress has
done more to further the civil rights of
all Americans than it had done in the
previous 90 years. We now have laws
which specifically provide for the enjoy-
ment of these freedoms. In short Con-
gress has much to be proud of in the
area of eivil rights. But the work is not
yet done. At present we still have very
little means to insure that the rights
granted by Congress are secured by the
people. Which of us has not been shocked
and repulsed by the acts of violence and
terror perpetrated upon individuals at-
tempting to secure rights we supposedly

go into the inadequacies
of present legislation as this is clearly
set out in the committee report. The re-
port notes that the Supreme Court has
dismissed charges in several important
cases because the crimes commitied in-
volved the action of private individuals,
and not the States. Thus, the Court
concluded, no Federal offense had been
committed. H.R. 2516 would rectify this
situation, by clearly identifying areas
of civil rights to be protected, and pro-
viding penalties for those who would ob-
struct their attainment.

Congress must stand firm in support
of this measure if we are to give mean-
ing to the sentiments expressed by our
earlier legislation on civil rights. To pro-
vide the declaration of such basic human
rights, and to neglect, or even worse, to
refuse to insure the means to guarantee
these rights is to make a mockery of
this body, and of the democratic ideals
We espouse.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, I
am voting for this bill in the hope that it
will be administered with both fidelity
and good judgment in the courts of the
land.

I was pleased to support and vote for
the Wright amendment to the bill, as-
suring additional legal safeguards within
this measure for law enforcement officers
and firemen who are entitled to protec-
tion of Federal law as they discharge
their publie responsibilities.

Those who interfere with these public
officers as they perform their duties, will
face severe penalties as a result of the
Wright amendment. The overwhelming
vote in support of this amendment is evi-
dence of the conviction of the Congress
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to move constructively to improve law
enforcement and support law and order.

It should be equally certain that peo-
ple who employ violence and threats of
violence to deny the constitutional rights
of any American citizen should face se-
vere penalties for their unlawful acts.

I hope and trust the bill will be ap-
proved as amended.

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, it has been
but a short time since the House passed
a riot conirol measure with dispatch
and courage. I would hope that the new
civil rights bill entitled “Penalties for
Interference With Civil Rights” is not
now before us because of aftervhought
and apprehension of fhe consequences
of that action. Whatever the reason for
the consideration of the bill by the
House, a close reading of the measure
will show that the bill as introduced
largely negaies the effectiveness of the
riot control bill.

It has already been stated in debate
that if the Riot Control Act and the pres-
ent bill both were law, it would be possible
for agitators for racial disorder to in-
sist that they were simply talking fo the
people about their entitlements under
the law. Whereupon an officer attempt-
ing to arrest the agitators under the Riot
Control Act could himself be arrested,
indicted, and tried for interfering with
the troublemakers. The courageous
policemen who refused to allow your
Capitol to be taken over during the re-
cent invasion of the building by other
troublemakers could, under this bill, be
sent to jail for interfering with the al-
leged rights of those who sought to
take over the Capitol.

There obviously is no justification for
the bill. The civil rights of individuals
have been guaranteed to them in a dozen
measures in recent years. There are pen-
alties already on the statute books for
every possible type of interference with
civil rights. It is very certain that the
American people will see no need for
legislation to placate the troublemakers,
if that is its purpose. The civil rights
measures are already a part of the law
of the land. So are the penalties for non-
conformance. There is no reguirement
for the Congress to repeat itself. It is
incomprehensible that the House should
consider it necessary to reopen the whole
subject. It is the riot control bill which
is so badly needed. Passage of the bill
now before us can only weaken the ef-
fectiveness of that measure.

It should be noted that this measure
is couched in vague and indefinite lan-
guage which gives the courts and the De-
partment of Justice great latitude in
their interpretations. Much more can be
written into this bill in its enforcement
than even the most vigorous advocate of
civil rights would deem possible—all of
it dangerous and all of it bad. The bill
obviously is intended to implement the
encroachment of Federal jurisdiction
into fields now served by State and local
courts.

I think it clear that the passage of this
badly conceived language would simply
place the Congress on record as ducking
the issue of facing up to violence in the
streets. Even with the amendments
which have been adopted and which are
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still to be considered, the bill is danger-
ous at worst and a nuisance at best. The
people of the United States will not wel-
come this additional needless interfer-
ence into their daily lives by the Federal
Government.

Mr. FOUNTAIN. Mr. Chairman, I am
compelled to point out that H.R. 2516 is
exceedingly misleading legislation.

I know of no one who would dispute the
concept that everyone should be pro-
tected in the exercise of his rights as
guaranteed by the Constitution.

I think there is agreement that every
citizen of our country has the same
guarantee of those rights and is free to
pursue and enjoy them. We have laws
providing for penalties for those who
would deny those rights to our citizens.

In short, we have the Constitution and
we have laws to protect all Americans.
This bill would provide special freatment
for a special group or class in contraven-
tion of the tradition, spirit and intent of
our constitutional history.

Furthermore, it would include “privi-
leges” as an item protected by Federal
law. I was under the impression that we
were and are concerned with rights, not
privileges. To me, a privilege is something
granted and, in this case, it would be
granted to a special group.

That group comprises only a small
fraction of our total population. I am
speaking of those who feel that their
privileges—not their rights—are insuf-
ficient and who seek to secure additional
privilege at whatever cost and whatever
harm to the rights not only of themselves
but to others.

If this bill becomes law, it will be a
clear invitation to this tiny band of
agitators to continue to foment strife
and fuel civil disorder. We have seen foo
much of that lately and why we seem to
want to nourish it is beyond me. But that
is exactly what the impact of this bill
would be.

One of the worst features of H.R. 2516
is what it would do to law enforcement
throughout the country. It would trans-
fer to the Federal Government practical-
ly every law-enforcement jurisdiction
held by the States and their subdivisions.

Going beyond that, it would establish
Federal jurisdiction over State and local
programs, courts, and other activities.
It would, in my opinion, be the final nail
in the coffin bearing the lamented but
nevertheless dead concept of non-Federal
rights, responsibilities, and authority.

Law-enforcement authorities in this
country have enough trouble now trying
to enforce the laws already enacted. In
recent years, they have become even
more reluctant to do their duty as they
see it in cases even remotely touching on
civil rights, To many of them, it is not
worth facing false arrest suits, harass-
ment, and physieal attack in the name of
so-called civil rights.

Now we would further impair the
ability and willingness of those authori-
ties to do their job which is simply to
maintain law and order. HR. 2516 would
provide criminal penalties for those act-
ing “under color of law” and extend this
concept to private individuals who hold
Eo public office or law-enforcement posi-

on.

Suppose, for example, that a Rap
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Brown of Stokely Carmichael was busy
exhorting a group to burn a particular
city—but not until he were safely out of
town.

To my mind that would be instigating
a riot. But if nothing happened for 6
hours after the instigator departed the
scene, he probably could claim the time
lag proved that there was no “clear and
present danger” in his remarks. The Su-
preme Court as presently constituted
would no doubt agree.

But suppose a police officer, in the
honest and objective exercise of his duty,
felt, such a proponent really was in-
stigating violence and arrested him.

The officer would be subject to crimi-
nal action because he tried to do his
job of keeping peace and order.

Is this the type of legislation we want?

Certainly we do not need it. I submit
that HR. 2516 is bad legislation, that
it is an unwarranted and unconstitu-
tional intrusion of Federal power into
areas where it has no business, and that
it is class legislation pure and simple.
In short, it is another lay of unneces-
sary legislation of which we already
have far, far too much.

I believe the vast majority of Ameri-
cans will agree that the most serious
domestic problem facing our Nation to-
day, in fact the No. 1 domestic problem,
is the breakdown of law and order. This
is not the occasion to suffocate the Mem-
bers of this House with statistics to
prove the point, although such data is
available by the bale.

The rationalizers, who contend that
we have more crime today simply be-
cause we have more people, are contra-
dicted by the fact that our crime rate is
inereasing five times faster than our
population.

Naturally all of us concerned over the
welfare of all our citizens. I am fearful,
however, that we too often overlock the
fact that the safety and security of our
people and their property is dependent
upon the respect of our people for law
and order and the ability of our law
enforcement institutions to enforce the
law.

On every hand there are signs that
the moral strength of our Nation is
weakening. The principles upon which
our Nation was founded are being slowly
but surely eroded. As someone has said,
“Too many Americans are still emulating
Rip Van Winkle.”

Unless we can find a way to wake them
up, there might be no stopping the down-
ward course of America. Somehow, some
way, an epidemic of sleeping sickness
has struck our Nation. Like Sodom and
Gomorrah—like Rome and other great
nations of the past, America is rotting
from within. Disregard for law and or-
der has been given a cloak of respectabil-
ity, and some of the laws we have en-
acted, however well intentioned, have
had this unfortunate result.

Instead of additional laws to protect
our citizens from an occasional mistake
or abuse on the part of law enforcement
officers, we should be concentrating our
efforts toward supporting law enforce-
ment officers. Let us demand of them the
highest quality and efficiency of per-
formance, but let us also demand for
them the public respect which they so
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rightly deserve and which our own pro-
tection demands.

Even U.S. Supreme Court Justice Hugo
Black said in a recent dissenting opin-
ion:

It is high time to challenge the assump-
tion in which too many people have too
long acquiesced, that groups that think they
have been mistreated have a constitutional
right to use the public's streets, buildings
and property to protest whatever, wherever,
whenever they want, without regard to
whom it may disturb,

The greatest danger, as Justice Black
went on to say is “that the crowd moved
by noble ideals today can become the
mob ruled by hate and passion and greed
and violence tomorrow.” If we ever
doubted that, we know it now.

There are many today who, in order to
achieve their own ends, are attempting,
in the name of freedom, to spread hatred,
fear, and suspicion. They have ignored
the fact that true freedom carries with
it responsibility, and that for every right
there is a corresponding duty. As North
Carolina’s great Gov. Charles Brantley
Aycock put it in his 1901 inaugural ad-
dress:

The highest test of a great people is
obedience to law and a consequent ability
to administer justice.

In view of the breakdown in law and
order and disrespect for law which we
have observed in recent months, and
while more than 500,000 of our sons are
on foreign soil defending freedom with
their lives, it is inconceivable to me that
this Congress would even seriously con-
sider passing legislation which may have
the effect of providing a very small and
dangerous criminal and irresponsible
element with a license to take the law
into their own hands.

I am today reminded of the inspiring
words of Franklin D. Roosevelt on a late
June night in 1936 when he accepted re-
nomination as President of the United
States. Our country faced difficult times
then, although substantially of a differ-
ent nature. But Mr. Roosevelt said:

There is a mysterious cycle in human
events. To some generations much is given.
To some generations much is expected. This
generation of Americans has a rendezvous
with Destiny.

Americans met that rendezvous then,
and God willing, we must meet it now
with courage and determination or we
perish. Mr. Chairman, we cannot meet it
with this kind of legislation.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. Chairman, I was
amazed and amused by yesterday's de-
bate on the bill to provide additional pro-
tection for Americans lawfully engaged
in the pursuit of their constitutional
rights. I was amazed by the frequency
with which some Members, who a few
weeks ago were doing their best to pre-
vent this bill from even coming to the
floor, were rising to demand quorum calls
to insure that all of us were here to
listen to the debate. Since dilatory tactics
are contrary to the rules of the House,
I would certainly not accuse these Mem-
bers of trying to stall or prevent action.
I take their actions at face value, and I
am delighted to know that so many dis-
tinguished Members, formerly known as
opponents of civil rights, wanted so bad-
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ly to have their colleagues hear the very
persuasive remarks delivered by the pro-
ponents of this bill.

My amusement stemmed from another
phenomenon. I think all of us remember
reading in high school about the Roman
Senator Cato who ended every speech
he made in the senate—on whatever sub-
ject—with the demand that Carthage be
destroyed. In the year 1967, there are
some among us who must begin, punctu-
ate, and end every speech with the usu-
ally irrelevant observation that Rap
Brown and Stokely Carmichael are giv-
ing their fellow Amerieans bad advice.

I have, apparently, news for some of
our colleagues. Gentleman, nobody in
this body thinks that Mr. Brown and Mr.
Carmichael are being any help to the
country, or to its black citizens in urg-
ing insurrection and violence upon them.
From every evidence that I can gather,
an amazingly tiny percentage of the
Nation’s black people are listening to
Brown and Carmichatel, either. The only
purpose either of these two people are
serving is to provide the enemies of civil
rights with a strawman to knock down
every time we want to do something about
the very real and pressing problems of
injustice, discrimination and bigotry
which threaten all America.

Let us go through it from the top, once
again. This bill seeks to do precisely the
same thing that the much more poorly
drafted “antiriot” bill which was
whooped through the House some time
back seeks to do. This bill seeks to pun-
ish violence directed against Americans
who are engaged in the lawful pursuit of
their fundamental rights—rights guar-
anteed by the Constitution and the laws.
The kind of violence which this bill seeks
to punish is, of course, older, more wide-
spread and far less well reported than
the kind of violence which the antiriot
bill sought to punish. Violence directed
against black Americans who have the
temerity to assume that the Constitu-
tion and the laws mean what they say is
as old as emancipation. For years the
American Negro suffered quietly and pa-
tiently under this form of violence, and
the greater community which he had
helped build with his sweat and his blood
stood by and let it happen. Only yester-
day has the Negro begun to organize
and to seek even peaceful redress of these
longstanding grievances. The Civil
Rights Acts of 1957 and 1964 and 1965
were not gifts of “new rights” or “spe-
cial privilege” to the Negro. These acts
simply served to provide nmew mecha-
nisms by which he could secure what the
Constitution had said for 100 years was
his right. And the bill before us today
only seeks to prevent violent interference
with the lawful exercise of those rights.
Far from encouraging violence, or incite-
ment to riot, as one of our colleagues
asserted yesterday, this bill will deter
violence—violence directed against law-
abiding Americans.

But, Mr. Chairman, just as Cato could
not finish a speech without demanding
the destruction of Carthage, I conclude,
from listening to yesterday’s debate, that
no one can make a speech on this bill
without calling down fire and brimstone
on Rap Brown.

Very well, Mr, Chairman, I will not
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leave out anything required by the new
rituals of 1967. Rap Brown is indeed to
be condemned. He deserves the scorn of
every American—because he has learned
all too well how to preach hatred against
persons of other races, because he has
learned how to incite violence and to set
black Americans against white Ameri-
cans, Jews against Christians, the rich
against the poor. Rap Brown and Stokely
Carmichael have rightly drawn upon
themselves the indignation of the Ameri-
can public—for sounding so very much
like white politicians, small-town sher-
iffs, and Ku Klux Klan leaders have been
sounding these past 100 years.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, this
bill comes to the House with the appar-
ent blessing of the Justice Department.
On three prior occasions the Justice De-
partment has, to my knowledge, opposed
legislation containing language approxi-
mately as vague as that of H.R. 2156, on
the grounds that such vagueness placed
the legislation in a gray area of possible
unconstitutionality. This was the case
when the House Committee on Un-Amer-
ican Activities sought to write legislation
to provide penalties for plan-type in-
timidation and violence. It was again the
case when the House Committee on Un-
American Activities sought to provide
legislation against aiding and abetting
the Vietcong or blocking the movement
of troops or supplies. Over the objec-
tions of the Justice Department this bill
passed the House in the last Congress.

The Justice Department raised the
same objection to the initial versions of
the antiriot legislation which recently
passed the House. Justice insisted that
this legislation be very strictly circum-
scribed in its language in order to meet
the test of clear constitutionality. The
objections of the Justice Department
limited the scope of this legislation, and
threatened the extent of its usefulness.
Permit me to reiterate that the language
in these bills was similar to that in the
legislation before the Congress today.

I shall oppose H.R. 2156, therefore,
primarily because the double standard of
evaluation of legislation demonstrated
by the Justice Department might well
carry over into enforcement of this leg-
islation. It is no secret that the Justice
Department has demonstrated great zeal
in protecting the rights of such persons
as Martin Luther King and Stokely Car-
michael. This Department has demon-
strated no zeal whatsoever in moving
against those who interfere with the
military effort in Vietnam or those who
have aided and abetted riots and civil
disturbances which have cost many
American lives.

If and when the Justice Department
determines to enforce all the laws all the
time, and to protect all the rights of all
the people, our country will make a great
step forward in combating crime and
quelling civil disturbance. Unless and
until this is the case, no amount of legis-
lation can result in domestic tranquillity
and effective law enforcement.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, the
pronouncement made by Martin Luther
King that he will lead nationwide ap-
peals for civil disobedience is the high
water mark for perfidy against the
United States and its people.
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It is absolutely inconceivable to me
that there can remain any doubt that
Martin Luther King is determined to de-
stroy America from within and he will
stop at no measure to achieve his goal.

His pious pronouncements about
“peaceful demonstrations” are a monu-
mental deception upon the people of
America.

Now, Martin Luther King has coined a
new gimmick—*"civil disobedience.”

Let there be no mistake. Martin Luther
King is exhorting his followers to break
down law and order and to take the law
into their own hands. By these very acts,
Martin Luther King shows his total con-
tempt for law and order and demon-
strates his disregard for those institu-
tions which have helped this Republic
of ours become the great citadel of hope
not only for all Americans but for people
all over the world.

I want the record to show that within
the framework of the act before us today,
there is ample language to protect entire
communities in their eivil rights against
the violent outbursts and agitation of
advocates like Martin Luther King.

I want the record to show that when
we speak of civil rights we speak of them
not only for the minority, but civil rights
also for the majority. If it is wrong for
anyone to deny an individual in this
country the pursuit of his rights guar-
anteed under the various civil rights acts
enacted by Congress, it is equally wrong
for any individual through his exhorta-
tions to mass violence or civil disobedi-
ence, to deny an entire community the
same civil rights it is entitled to as an
organized society under these same acts.

I believe I understood the chairman of
the Judiciary Committee correctly when
he stated that the legislation before us
today will apply to people like Martin
Luther King and his exhortations to
denial of civil rights to entire communi-
ties with the same force that it would
apply to those who would deny any in-
dividual his rights under the law.

But just to establish legislative intent
and so that there will be no doubt that
this legislation applies with full force to
those who would deny any person their
full rights through civil disobedience or
any other form of rioting as well as to
those who would deny an individual his
legal and lawful civil rights, let me cite
this example. Martin Luther King said
he will lead massive strikes and sit-ins
in the Nation’s big cities.

Among the possibilities, he said, are
simultaneous school boycotts and sit-ins
at factories.

Under section 245 of this act which
deals with interference with ecivil right,
I want the record to show that it is the
intent of Congress that whoever through
such a sit-in at a factory or a boycott
of a school or in any other way, injures
or intimidates any person because of his
race, color, religion, or national origin
while he is lawfully engaging or seeking
to engage in—

(2) enrolling in or attending any public
school or public college;

* * & - *

(4) applying for or enjoying employment,
or any prerequisite thereof, by any private
employer—
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And so forth. The person responsible
for such a sit-in or boycott and all those
actually participating in such a sit-in
or boycott would be liable under this act
and subject to a fine of not more than
$1,000 and imprisoned for not more than
1 year; and if bodily injury results
shall be fined not more than $10,000 or
imprisoned not more than 10 years or
both; and if death results, shall be sub-
ject to imprisonment for any term of
years or for life.

Let there be no doubt about the intent
of Congress, Mr. Chairman. While we
certainly want to protect the individual
seeking rights under this act, we also,
want to fully punish those individuals
who incite riots and ecivil disobedience
and through such acts deny the civil
rights of others.

This act applies to Martin Luther King
as much as it would apply to the Ku
Klux Klan or the American Nazi Party.
It applies to Stokely Carmichael and
Rap Brown as much as it would apply
to “Bull” Smith.

I want the record crystal clear so
that at some future date the Justice
Department or same other agency will
not write guidelines which conveniently
exclude the Martin Luther Kings and
the Stokely Carmichaels. This act is de-
signed to deal effectively with anyone
who would deny another his eivil rights.
The denial of civil rights to the victims
of rioting and civil disobedience is cov-
ered by this act. If Martin Luther King
persists in his determination to destroy
America through civil disobedience, the
full force of this law and all other laws
should be used to stop him.

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Chairman, I op-
pose the enactment of HR. 2156 for
three principal reasons. First, the time of
its consideration is ill advised. Second,
no new civil rights or remedies are cre-
ated and therefore it is not needed and is
surplusage. Third, the measure is defec-
tively written. Before further considera-
tion of these objections, let me emphasize
I have never been & racist. I do not be-
lieve in racism. Neither should any of us
at this period of national crisis approve
or condone the reverse of racism which
is the black power movement. My cre-
dentials on the subject of civil rights is
about as good as any other Member.
Since 1959 I have supported every bill
that has been before the Congress in-
volving civil rights, with the exception of
the forced housing measure of 1966. Ear-
lier in that same year, I supported the
extension of the Equal Employment Op-
portunity Act. I have repeatedly ap-
proved the extension of the Civil Rights
Commission.

The objective of this bill, entitled “In-
terference With Civil Rights,” starts out
with a worthwhile purpose by providing
a cloak of protection around eight sepa-
rate fields of activity, including voting,
attending public schools, participating in
activities sponsorea by the United States,
employment, engaging in jury service,
travel, receiving benefits from Federal
finanecial assistance, and the use of
accommodations.

But now in this long hot summer of
1967 is not the time to consider any
further civil rights legislation that could
contribute in any manner or way to any
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new or further disturbances, small or
large. In my opinion, it is entirely pos-
sible the legislation we are considering
today could or might be taken by civil
rights workers as encouragement to be-
come overenthusiastic and interpret this
bill as a license to riot. We cannot run
that risk.

Although planned with good inten-
tions to protect peaceful demonstra-
fions, this bill could become an invita-
tion or signal to zealots and hotheads
that they are henceforth protected by
the provisions of this bill and thus pro-
ceed with their militancy under the
cloak of protection provided by this act.

To illustrate my proposition that the
consideration of this bill was ill-advised
at this particular time is the fact that
during the very hours of the long after-
noon while the House was engaged in the
amending process, two or three bus loads
of demonstrators eame from New York
City and when finally accorded the use
of a meeting room in the Longworth
Building, accused the House of “rat men-
tality.” One of their leaders arose to
point out they Lkad really only two
choices: First, to burn down America,
or second, seek a political solution by
electing 40 Representatives from their
minority group.

It seems some approved the political
solution but a member of my staff who
overheard the proceedings reported o
me that others in the group stated they
were tired of the political solution and
that we must burn down America and
start over again from the ashes.

Think of that for a minute. Right here
on Capitol Hill during the very hours of
our debate a group seeking to exercise
civil rights are suggesting that America
be turned into ashes.

Mr. Chairman, even if this bill were
letter perfect, it is a poor, poor time to
consider its content. What if an officer
comes to the scene of a disturbance %o
make an arrest and the defense is used
he is interfering or attempting to inter-
fere with the person exercising one of the
eight protected areas of civil rights.
This means the officer is making the
arrest at his own peril.

We have heard complaints about po-
lice brutality. It is my considered opin-
ion that if this or a similar bill is passed
and becomes law, there will be muech
more such complaint than heretofore.
Why do I make such a statement? Be-
cause those faithful, and underpaid po-
licemen after they make an arrest or
two in the honest belief they had the
right to make an arrest, and run head on
into the provisions of this bill to become
charged with intimidation or interfering
with the exercise of civil rights and
thereafter subjected to a personal law-
suit for false arrest, such experiences will
cause all good policemen to turn in their
badges.

The reason I say police brutality may
increase is because good policemen will
be replaced by those who cannot find em-
ployment elsewhere and who have no
concern for the consequences that might
issue from the operation of this measure.
In other words, those officers who have
given lives to a career in law enforcement
will resign and be replaced by those who
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have little training, no dedication, and
are immune to a lawsuit or judgment.
We will then have a much inferior police
force throughout our land.

It has been a source of concern to me
throughout the debate whether H.R. 2516
might or could interpose a possible de-
fense against H.R. 421 or the so-called
antiriot bill. On page 8, line 10, subsec-
tion B, as I read this section, Rap Brown
or one of his kind could argue they went
to Cambridge, Md., to be sure certain
civil rights were protected. Then under
the protection of this section Brown
could go on to tell those who would listen
to him they have the right to resist law
and order and should arm themselves
with guns and knives.

What I am trying to say is that under
this provision of HR. 2516, Rap Brown
could enter a city under the protection
of H.R. 2516 and proceed to start a dis-
turbance by telling his followers they
have a right to resist any injustice. He
could then argue he had provoked no riot
because he could not be “discouraged”
from urging others to participate to
achieve their rights. This is the exact
wording of the provision in HR. 2516.

I could not go so far as some others
to say this bill has a built-in defense
against the antiriot bill, but I do say
that Brown and his sort when subjected
to the antiriot charges could defend
themselves by arguing they were not in-
citing a riot or disturbance and use the
provisions of this bill to say to an offi-
cer, “You can’t arrest me, I just came
here to tell these people they are not get-
ting what they're entitled to under Fed-
eral law.”

It is certainly subject to thoughtful
consideration whether an officer acting
under either local disturbance of the
peace statutes or the new antiriot law,
H.R. 421, if it should be passed by the
other body, might then subject himself
to a suit of false arrest for interfering
with the eivil rights of the one he ar-
rested because of the provisions of H.R.
25186.

The Attorney General, by letter to
some of the members of the House Judi-
ciary Committee, sought to assure them
there is no conflict between H.R. 2516 and
H.R. 421 because they refer fo two differ-
ent sorts or types of conduct. As a partial
answer to such a comforting letter I
would point out that while Rap Brown
in the eyes of one measure, HR. 2516,
would be a civil rights leader in the terms
of the bill, HR. 421, this same individual
would be a black power revolutionary.

In other words, the distinction between
the two types or kinds of conduect that
the Attorney General refers to would
seem to break down and could well be-
come merged in actual practice.

As a second objection, I am firmly con-
vinced there is no need for more civil
rights legislation at this time. We have
passed bills repeatedly providing for
civil rights in the eight enumerated areas
mentioned in this bill. There is no need
for further civil rights legislation. In-
stead, what we need now is civil re-
sponsibility instead of civil rights. Un-
fortunately, we cannot enact such re-
sponsibility any more than we can legis-
late morals and good conduct. But on
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the other hand let us guard against a
bill with terms and phrases that might or
could encourage, invite, or provide li-
cense for civil irresponsibility.

Bear in mind, this bill does not create
any new rights. It simply creates two or
three new Federal crimes covering acts
which are already crimes under the laws
of the various States. It is significant
that today we have gone beyond the
business of providing for civil rights and
are saying under the terms of this bill
there must be Federal penalties to dupli-
cate the already existing State penalties
in the eight areas covered in this meas-

ure.

The third of my objections to H.R. 2156
is that a criminal measure should be
clear and specific while this bill uses
several expressions of doubtful meaning.
The meaning of the word “injure” is
well known. However, the word “intimi-
date” simply means to make one timid.
It was probably intended to be used as a
prohibition or deterrent against a use or
display of force but such is not so spelled
out in the bill.

The word “interfere” is not sufficiently
definite because its meaning includes
such small relatively minor meanings as
dissent and opposition. This without any
further definition of the word could in-
clude debate between any member of a
minority group and others. There would
need be not even a bloody nose but simply
expressions of dissent and opposition to
constitute interference.

As I mentioned earlier, HR. 2516
creates three new Federal crimes. The
second crime created uses the phrase “to
discourage such persons from participat-
ing in benefits without discrimination on
account of race, color, religion,” and so
forth. The use of the word “discourage” is
s0 vague and indefinite as to allow a com-
plainant to argue almost anyone has dis-
couraged him in the exercise of his rights
for the reason the word “discourage”
means to depress and deprive one of con-
fidence. If we follow such a definition, a
mere shout or name calling such as “you
dirty so and so” would constitute dis-
couragement. The only reason I em-
phasize these objections is because such
words or terms mean different things to
different people. We need a clear defini-
tion of terms rather than to indulge in
unclearness, lack of definition, ambiguity,
and uncertainty.

There is yet another objection to this
bill, Mr. Chairman, that must be raised
and that is the provision that covers the
enjoyment of accommodations. The bill
uses the word “any” in referring to inns,
hotels, motels, or other places of lodging,
I would assume the word “any” means
“every” or all accommodations. If this
bill really means what it seems to say, it
clearly repeals the Mrs. Murphy clause
of the 1964 Civil Rights Act which barred
discrimination in any place of lodging
except owner-occupied units with five or
less rooms for rent. Surely that is not the
intention of this measure.

As I read the bill, there are uncertain-
ties even in the penalties. The fine will
only be $1,000 unless “bodily injury” re-
sults when the fine jumps to $10,000 and
10 years imprisonment or both. Exactly,
what is the meaning of bodily injury?
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Does it mean a scratch or disabling blow?
Is it a slight or substantial injury? Is it a
bloody nose or must there be a broken
bone? In the lesser categories of penalties
which are covered by $1,000 fine and a
year imprisonment does a shout about
one’s race constitute an offense? Con-
cerning the phrase “if death results,”
does this mean that one is subject to life
imprisonment only if the death is a
direct result of some act or does it include
the deaths which are an indirect result of
some act covered in the bill? This should
be clearly spelled out. What kind of a
death and when? Clarity is certainly a
requirement of a good criminal statute
and this bill does not meet this requisite.

Mr., MACHEN. Mr. Chairman, I speak
as a Member who supported the anti-
riot bill and the administration’s proposal
to aid law-enforcement agencies. As I
spoke out then, I cannot in good con-
science remain silent now.

‘We meet in a time of tragedy and crisis.
Having experienced the rioting and wide-
spread destruction which occwrred in the
past few months, the Nation now finds
the seeds of bitterness sown in many
quarters as rancor and race hatred at-
tack the body politic.

We have been asked to consider a
measure providing stiff penalties for
those who would interfere with individ-
uals attempting to exercise their con-
stitutional rights in eight specific fields.
The bill provides for 2 maximum penalty
of $10,000 or imprisonment for 10 years,
or both, and if death results, an in-
definite prison term or life.

The areas protected are voting and
activities relevant to the exercise of that
right; enrolling in or attending public
schools and colleges; rarticipation in
obtaining service from or receiving bene-
fit from governmental asctivities admin-
istered by the Federal, State, or local gov-
ernment; employment and using the
services, advantages, or membership in
any labor organization; areas pertinent
to jury duty; the use of vehicles, termi-
nals, or facilities of common carriers;
participation in or enjoying the benefits
of programs or activities receiving Fed-
eral financial assistance; and public ac-
commodations.

These are not new fields of protection
but a forceful reiteration of rights long
recognized as basie. This bill merely adds
“teeth” to laws that Congress, in its wis-
dom, has already seen fit to pass.

Mr. Chairman, the Members of this
House can debate any of the fine points
of this bill, but let us recognize that
there is a definite need to let the public
know that we are consistent in the ap-

plication of the principles of individual -

liberty. As we stand on record for the
protection of the individual from rioters
and looters, let us also stand up for his
protection from purveyors of violence.
Let us aid in the provision of security
and safety for individuals engaging in
these specific activities.

In the light of the past treatment of
individuals attempting to exercise their
legitimate rights and the impending
threat of social dissolution in this coun-
try, who would deny that the need for
legislation exists? Can the House afford
to apply the prineiple of Federal guaran-
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tees for the protection of the individual
in the one instance and refuse to pro-
vide them in the other? I think not. Let
us discuss this measure thoroughly, make
any amendments necessary, and pass it
with all due speed.

Thank you.

Mr. HALPERN. Mr., Chairman, the
courts and law enforcement officers can
only do their duty in enforcing the law
as it is written. It is our duty here in
Congress, the lawmakers, to provide our
public officers with proper guidelines in
order that they may adequately protect
the civil rights of all our citizens.

The Civil Rights Act of 1967 estab-
lishes a Federal law protecting the eivil
rights guaranteed in our Constitution.
This is most fitting since the acts cov-
ered in this legislation protect an indi-
vidual's Federal eivil rights, and is not
confined to any one State’s laws.

I am sure all my colleagues remember
the Civil Rights Act of 1966 which passed
this body last year. During debate on
that legislation, I took the floor to im-
plore my fellow Americans in this dis-
tinguished body to join with me in pas-
sage of that bill. I stated then, as I do
now, that this act deals with important
gaps which recent civil rights legislation
did not fill. This 1967 Civil Rights Act is
nothing new to us. We debated its merits
last year, and passed it.

This year’s bill, as last year's, de-
seribes with great specificity the con-
duct which is prohibited. It prohibits
violence and threats of violence in con-
nection with voting, attending schools,
enjoying the benefits of Federal or State
programs and programs using Federal
funds, employment, jury service, com-
mon carrier transportation, and publie
accommodations.

For most of our citizens, the above
activities are everyday occurrences taken
for granted. Would not it be a shock for
anyone of us, entering a polling place,
to be told that we could not vote? What
indignation and humiliation we would
feel! Yet this type of occurrence happens
daily in many parts of our country and,
to large numbers of our citizens. It is up
to us to see that these acts do not con-
tinue, or if they do happen, that the
wrongdoer be brought to account for his
unlawful and unconstitutional deeds.

I wish to emphasize that it is the re-
sponsibility of the Federal Government
to insure the security of all Americans.
This means both the security to freely
exercise their federally protected civil
rights, and the security of being safe
from violence in their homes and on the
streets.

And, with regard to safety guarantees
other than in one’s own home, this legis-
lation has the great merit of assuring
prosecution of anyone who interfers with
a fireman’'s or policeman’s duty to re-
store order in the streets. It is incumbent
upon this body to protect the safety of
these brave men who, in fulfilling their
duty, have recently risked their lives,
not only in the combat of natural dis-
asters, but in trying to restore civil order
as well.

Four weeks ago, this body passed an

- antiriot bill, empowering Federal au-

thorities to deal with interstate threats
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of violence. That measure is intended to
secure law and order in this country.
This is a necessary requirement, if our
society is to be able to function. Today
we have the opportunity to pass a bill
which will provide Federal penalties for
interference with the exercise of fed-
erally guaranteed civil rights. This
action is a necessary and natural partner
to the antiriot legislation. It simply
seeks to protect the Negro and other
minority groups seeking to practice the
human rights guaranteed by the laws
and by our Constitution. One cannot be
upheld without the other. Without civil
rights, we have totalitarianism; without
law and order, we have anarchy. Neither
can be condoned in our Nation.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the committee amendment, as amended.

The committee amendment, as
amended, was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. BoriinGg, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee having had under consideration
the bill (H.R. 2516) to prescribe penal-
ties for certain acts of violence or intimi-
dation, and for other purposes, pursuant
to House Resolution 856, he reported the
bill back to the House with an amend-
ment adopted by the Committee of the
Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment adopted by the Commiftee
of the Whole?

If not, the question is on the com-
mittee amendment, as amended.

The committee amendment, as
amended, was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
engrossment and third reading of the
bill.

The hill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER. For what purpose does
the gentleman from California rise?

MOTION TO RECOMMIT

Mr. WIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op-
posed to the bill?

Mr. WIGGINS. I am, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the motion to recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Wicains moves to recommit H.R. 2516
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the previous question is ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion to recommit.

The motion to recommit was rejected.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
passage of the bill.

Mr. MAcGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, on
that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 327, nays 93, not voting 12,
as follows:



Edwards, Calif.
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Fallon
Farbsteln

Fascell
Feighan
Findley

Flood

Johnson, Pa.
Karsten

arth
Kastenmeler
azen

Madden
Mailliard
Martin
Meathias, Calif.
Mathias, Md.
May

Mayne
Meeds
Meskill
Michel
Miller, Calif,
Miller, Ohio
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Rostenkowskl
Roth
Roudebush

Schwengel
Shipley
Shriver

Van Deerlin White Wydler
Vander Jagt Widnall Wylie
Vanik Williams, Pa. Wyman
Vigorito Wilson, Bob Yates
Waldie Wilson, Young
Walker Charles H.  Zablockl
Watkins Winn Zion
Watts Wolft Zwach
‘Whalen Wright
Whalley Wyatt
NAYS—03
Abbitt Gettys Poft
Abhernethy Gurney Price, Tex.
Andrews, Ala. Hagan Pryor
Ashmore Haley Purcell
Belcher Hammer- Quillen
Bennett schmidt Randall
Bevill Hardy Rarick
Blackburn Hébert Rivers
Blanton Henderson Roberts
Brinkley Herlong , Fla.
Broyhill, N.C. Hull Satterfleld
Broyhill, Va. Hungate Scherle
Buchanan Jarman Bcott
Burleson Jonas Belden
Clark Jones, Ala. Bikes
Clawson, Del  Jones, Mo. Smith, Calif.
Colmer Jones, N.C. Smith, Okla.
Davis, Ga. Eornegay Steed
Dickinson Euykendall Stephens
Dorn Landrum Btuckey
Dowdy Lennon Taylor
Downing Lipscomb Teague, Tex.
Edwards, Ala. Long, La. Tuck
Edwards, La. McMillan Ttt
Evins, Tenn. Mahon Waggonner
Fisher Marsh Wampler
Flynt Mills Watson
Fountain Montgomery  Whitener
Fuqua Nichols Whitten
Galifianakis O'Neal, Ga. Wiggins
Gardner Patman
Gathings
NOT VOTING—12

Baring Gallagher Willlams, Miss.
Bingham Matsunaga Willis
Burton, Calif., Murphy, N.Y,
Diggs Passman
Everett Pool

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Bingham for, with Mr, Willis against.

Mr. Diggs for, with Mr. Baring agalnst.

Mr. Murphy of New York for, with Mr.
Everett against.

Mr, Burton of California for, with Mr. Pass-
man against.

Mr. Matsunaga for, with Mr. Willlams of
Mississippi against.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in which
to revise and extend their remarks on
H.R. 2516 and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objective to
the request of the gentleman from Colo-
rado?

There was no objection.

LEGISLATION INTRODUCED TO
PROVIDE FOR THE ELECTION OF
SCHOOL BEOARD IN THE DISTRICT
OF COLUMBIA

Mr. NELSEN, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re-
marks, and to include extraneous matter,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
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the request of the gentleman from
Minnesota ?

There was no objection.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, I just wish
to announce that there were Members of
the House wondering whether or not a
school board bill would be introduced
following the defeat of our bill as of a
few days ago.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. McMiLrLaN] and my-
self, the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
BrovHILL], the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. Sisgl, the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. Brown], the gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. StEiGeEr], the gentle-
man from Kansas [Mr. Wmwn1, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. SpriNgER], the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. HarssAl, the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. MyErs],
the gentleman from Washington [Mr,
Apams], the gentleman from New York
[Mr. MuLTER], the gentleman from Geor-
gia [Mr. Hacan], and the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. Fuqual have introduced
such legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to point out
the fact that the gentleman from Mich-~
igan [Mr. BrowrN] was named as a co-
author. Actually it should be Mr. Crar-
ENCE Brown of Ohio who was one of the
cosponsors. However, I wish to announce
that a former Member of the House of
Representatives and a former U.S. Sen-
ator who has been here a long, long time
is now the newest author, belatedly, but
we welcome him aboard, and his name
is Lyndon B. Johnson.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. NELSEN. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I am curious to
know whether the bill as presented by
the newest author contains any provision
for a nonvoting delegate or for and par-
ticipation on behalf of the various agen-
cies involved?

Mr. NELSEN. I am not aware of that
fact, but I shall be glad to consult with
the President about it. I thank the gen-
tleman from Ohio for his contribution.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. ALBERT, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma?

There was no ocbjection.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I take this
time to advise the Members that we are
going to finish the rule on the social
security bill and plan to finish the bill
tomorrow.

Also, we have a conference report from
the Commiitee on Veterans' Affairs to-
MOITow,

The distinguished gentleman from
Arkansas [Mr. MirLs] has stated that he
would go through to the completion of
the social bill tomorrow. After
consulting with the distinguished mi-
nority leader, I hoped that at the accom-
modation of the Member of the House,
we might come in early.
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ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 11 O’'CLOCK
AM. TOMORROW

Mr. ALBERT. Accordingly, Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that when
the House adjourns foday it adjourn to
meet at 11 o’clock a.m. tomorrow.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Okla-
homa?

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, reserving the
right to object, I find it difficult to be-
lieve, in view of the demonstration on the
part of the leadership on the prior two
Thursdays, as referred to on pages
21222 and 22286 of the CONGRESSIONAL
Rrecorp, wherein we came in on August
3 at 12 o'clock noon, but after consider-
able discussion and finishing debate on
the pending legislation as well as other
general business, due to the opportuning
and the pleading of the “Tuesday-fo-
Thursday people” to go home, we ad-
journed at 3:17 in the afternoon and
completed all business at 3:55. We put
over the anticrime bill until the next
week. On August 10, coming in under the
great pressure of business which we
thought would call for a full day’s work,
we adjourned at around 3 o’clock p.m.,
and put the calendared and programed
business over until the next week. The
so-called pornography bill has never
since been heard of.

This has happened on the last three
Thursdays in & row. And, as the distin-
guished merjority leader will reeall, I put
the leadership on notice at that time—
page 21223—that we would not have a
unanimous-consent request again for
this purpose.

Therefore, would the distinguished
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. ALBERT]
explain why such a request would be
asked again?

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield, the request is made
under circumstances entirely different
from those under which a similar re-
quest was made before. We have the as-
surance of the distinguished chairman
of the Committee on Ways and Means
that the bill will be finished tomorrow,
and I know we can act on that assur-
:lnsoe. and the gentleman knows that

0.

Mr. HALL. I am not quite sure
whether the egg comes before the
chicken or not, because if the leadership
comes down to those who are handling
the bill and says that “we are going to
rise and put the bill over,” it has been
my experience the last 3 weeks in a
row that we do just that. The chicken
has come home to roost. Although I have
the greatest respect for the gentleman
from Arkansas and, indeed, the majority
leader from Oklahoma, even with the
assurances and pleas for action out of
comity and of accommodation to all of
the Members, I am not reassured in view
of the vagaries that have been demon-
strated as to the programing in the
past 3 weeks that such word would not
come down from on high.

Mr. ALBERT. May I say to the gen-
tleman, if he will yield further, that the
leadership would do that only under the
most extraordinary circumstances, and
I cannot imagine by any strefch of the
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imagination that such a situation can
possibly take place tomorrow.

I therefore renew my request, Mr.
Speaker.

Mr. HALL., Mr. Speaker, further re-
serving the right to object, I understand
we are going to have a conference report
in addition to consideration of the rule,
and in addition to the consideration of
the Social Security Amendments of 1967.
May I ask the majority leader is there
anything else in the offing for tomor-
row’s calendar?

Mr. ALBERT. I believe there are three
or four resolutions from the Committee
on House Administration that we hope
to dispose of some time this week.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman from Missouri yield?

Mr. HALL. I will be delighted to yield
to the gentleman from Arkansas after I
ask the distinguished majority leader just
one more question:

What is the objection to working on
Frltiay? That is part of the ordinary work
weel

Mr. ALBERT. There is no particular
objection to working on Friday if it were
necessary, but the difference between 1
hour will not make any difference as fo
whether or not we work Friday.

Mr. HALL. I thank the distinguished
majority leader, but predict we will be
here through Thanksgiving.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman from Missouri yield?

Mr. HALL, I yield to the gentleman
from Arkansas.

Mr, MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I want to as-
sure the gentleman from Missouri that
the gentleman from Wiseconsin [Mr.
Byryes] and I have conferred on this
matter, knowing the rules does provide
for 8 hours of general debafe.

We have evaluated if, and I assume—
and Mr. Byrnes of Wisconsin is on the
floor—that it will not take us that much
time in general debate; we can dispose
of it in less hours than that, so that it
will be possible for us to dispose of it in
1 day, so certainly we will finish it.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr., HALL. I will be glad to yield to the
gentleman.

Mz. ALBERT. The distinguished gen-
tleman from Maryland advises me that
he will not bring up the resolutions I re-
ferred to from the Committee on House
Administration.

Mr. HALL. I would again advise the
distinguished majority leader that if he
did, they would not be accepted by unani-
mous consent under any circumstances.

Mr. Speaker, under the circumstances,
and in view of the pledge of troth and
plea for comity, I will withdraw my res-
ervation of objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Okla-
homa?

There was no objection.

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS OF
1967

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, by direction of the Committee
on Rules, I call up House Resolution 902,
and ask for its immediate consideration.
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The Clerk read the resolution, as

follows:
H. Res. 502

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution is shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself Into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
12080) to amend the Soclal Becurity Act to
provide an increase in benefits under the old-
age, survivors, and disability insurance sys-
tem, to provide benefits for additional cate-
gories of individuals, to improve the public
asslstance program and programs relating to
the welfare and health of children, and for
other purposes, and all points of order
against said bill are hereby walved. After
general debate, which shall be confined to
the bill and shall continue not to exceed
eight hours, to be equally divided and con-
trolled by the chalrman and ranking min-
ority member of the Committee on Ways
and Means, the bill shall be considered as
having been read for amendment. No amend-
ment shall be in order to sald bill except
amendments offered by direction of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, and said amend-
ments shall be In order, any rule of the House
to the contrary notwithstanding. Amend-
ments offered by direction of the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means may be offered to
any section of the bill at the conclusion of
the general debate, but said amendments
shall not be subject to amendment. At the
conclusion of the consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Committee shall rise and re-
port the bill to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted, and the
previous question shall be considered as
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto
to final passage without intervening motion
except one motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. O'Nemnr] is recog-
nized for 1 hour.

Mr. O’'NEILL of Massachussetts. Mr.
Speaker, House Resolution 902 provides a
closed rule waiving points of order, with
8 hours of general debate for con-
sideration of HR. 12080 to amend
the Social Security Act. The request to
waive points of order was made due to
the fact that the Ramseyer Rule was not
complied with.

H.R. 12080 would provide a general
benefit increase of 121 percent for peo-
ple on the rolls. As a result, the average
monthly benefit paid to retired workers
and their wives now on the rolls would
increase from $145 to $164. The mini-
mum benefit would be increased from
$44 to $50 a month. Under the bill
monthly benefits would range from $50
to $159.80 for retired workers now on
the social security rolls who began fo
draw benefits at age 65 or later. Under
existing law, the benefit range for those
now receiving old age benefits is $44 a
month to $142.

The special benefit paid to certain un-
insured individuals aged 72 and over
would be increased from $35 to $40 a
month for a single person and from
$52.50 to $60 a month for a couple.

The amount of earnings which would
be subject to tax and could be used in
the computation of benefits would be in-
creased from $6,600 to $7,600 a year,
effective January 1, 1968.

The $168 maximum benefit eventually
payable under present law would be in-
creased to $189 on the basis of the same
monthly earnings. The increase in the
amount of earnings that can be used in
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the benefit computation would result in
a maximum benefit of $212 in the future.
The maximum benefits payable to a
family on a single earnings record would
be increased to $423.60, rather than $368
as under present law. Of course to qualify
for the maximum benefits, a wage earner
must have earned the maximum under
the new wage base for a number of years
in the future.

The increased benefits would be pay-
able beginning with the second month
after the month in which the bill is en-
acted. It is estimated that 23.7 million
people would be paid new or increased
benefits in December 1968 and as a result
of the benefit increase $2.9 billion in ad-
ditional benefits would be paid out in
1968. Of this amount, $562 million would
be paid out of general revenues as bene-
fits for 708,000 people over 72 who have
not worked long enough to be insured
under the social security program.

Mr. Speaker, as you know the Presi-
dent urged and asked for a 20-percent
inerease. The Committee has seen fit to
give an increase of 12.5 percent. During
the Committee on Rules’ hearings there
was opposition to this bill with regard to
title II, and the gentleman from New
York [Mr. GiLeerT] wanted us to have a
modified open rule to allow an amend-
ment to the bill to place medicaid as it is
in the present law.

Mr, Speaker, title IT of this bill in itself
is regressive and it turns back the present
medicaid program that we have.

Mr, Speaker, I have here a letter from
Dr. William M. Schmidt from the School
of Public Health of Harvard University
which was written to me with regard to
this bill.

The letter reads in part as follows:

Section 208, “Limitation of number of
children with respect to whom Federal pay-
ments may be made”: This Section provides a
ceiling on the percent of children with re-
spect to whom payments may be made to a
State. The celling is established as of Jan-
uary 1, 1967, and may not exceed the percent
as of that date in any year after 1967. There
is reason to believe that despite efforts to the
contrary, there will be an increase of the
number and percent of children of families
eligible to receive AFDC.

Mr, CAREY, Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. O’'NEILL of Massachusetts. I yield
to the gentleman from New York, who,
by the way, appeared before the Rules
Committee and obtained a complete open
rule for title IT of the bill.

Mr. CAREY. I thank the gentleman.
With reference to the gentleman’s state-
ment of my appearance before the Rules
Committee, I pointed out that this par-
ticular section of the bill would not result
in a true saving. It simply shifts the
burden of paying the cost of aid to de-
pendent children from the Federal Gov-
ernment, which initiated this program,
back to the States. I thank the gentleman
for yielding for the purpose of enabling
me to inform the House at this time that
I have checked some of the data with the
distinguished social service commis-
sioner of New York, Mr. Ginsburg, and he
has confirmed by his estimate that it will
cost the State of New York some $35
million to $40 million for the operation
of this coming year. That is why I think

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

this section of the bill should be open,
so the House can work its will.

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. I am
in agreement with the gentleman from
New York in part.

I have also in the letter from Dr. Wil-
liam M. Schmidt a breakdown of section
201. In that letter Dr. Schmidt gives his
report on the dquestion. The complete
letter is as follows:

HarvarD UNIVERSITY,
ScuooL oF PueLic HEALTH,
Boston, Mass., August 8, 1967.
Hon. TaomMas P. O'NEmL, Jr.,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear CoNGRESSMAN O'NemL: I am writing
to call your attention to certain provisions
of HR. 12080—"A Bill to Amend the Soclal
SBecurity Act . ..” which, If enacted,  are
likely to have an adverse effect upon the
welfare of children and the strength and in-
tegrity of families.

There are especially two Sections which in
my judgment would be bad at any time.
Coming at this point of tension in our cities,
these provisions, I am econvinced, are de-
plorable.

1, Section 208, “Limitation of number of
children with respect to whom Federal pay-
ments may be made”: This Section provides
& ceiling on the percent of children with re-
spect to whom payments may be made to a
State. The ceiling is established as of Jan-
uary 1, 1967, and may not exceed the per-
cent as of that date in any year after 1967.
There is reason to believe that despite ef-
forts to the contrary, there will be an in-
crease of the number and percent of children
of families eligible to receive AFDC. Even
the best of preventive measures designed to
reduce the need for AFDC cannot be im-
mediately effective, If a celling of this type
is imposed, each State will be obliged to in-
crease its own appropriations for AFDC or
failing that to resort to denial of asslatance.
In many areas this will tend to encourage
discriminatory practices to the detriment of
needy families with children if the families
are deemed to be "unworthy” by State or
local public welfare officials.

2. Section 201, “Programs of services furn-
ished to families with dependent children”,
provides as one new clause (15) (A), for the
development of a program for each appro-
priate relative and dependent child receiv-
ing aid under the plan which will assure (i)
“to the maximum extent possible, that such
relative . . . will enter the labor force and
accept employment so that they will become
self-sufficient . . .”. This clause, with em-
phasis on the phrase “to the mazimum eztent
possible”, encourages State and local welfare
agencies to put pressure on mothers of de-
pendent children to leave home and go to
work. The aim of AFDC, however, is to pro-
vide for the best interests of children. In
many families the interests of infants and
very young children, and sometimes older
children, are best served by enabling the
mother to remain at home in order to pro-
vide care for them,

Extensive provision should be made for
day care services for the care of preschool
age children and after-school care of school
age children of mothers who choose to work
and for whom this appears to b the best plan
and for mothers who are seeking work or
for other reasons require day time care of
thelr children. However, safeguards should be
provided so that mo pressure is put upon
mothers to leave their children in order to go
to work.

There are other elements in the Bill which
I think need close examination, but these
two are especially bad.

I don’t know whether amendments can
be offered on the floor. If so, would it be at
all possible to strike out Section 208 and
modify Section 201?
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If this is not possible, I do hope you will
speak against these Sections, so that the rec-
ord will show that the House did not enact
these harsh provisions without opposition.

Yours sincerely,
Winniam M, ScamiTr, M.D.

As I said with regard to medicaid, the
measure is definitely regressive, as I look
at it.

I also have a statement by Gov. John
A. Volpe, of Massachusetts, in opposition
to title ITI. That statement is as follows:

STATEMENT BY Gov. JoEN A. VOLPE, OF
MASSACHUSETTS
(Meeting of the National Governors’ Confer-
ence Advisory Committee on Federal-State-

Local Relations with the Honorable John

Gardner, Secretary of Health, Education,

and Welfare, Aug. 8, 1967)

I should like to emphasize that the com-
ments I shall make on HR 12080 will be my
personal views. Although my remarks have
been cleared with Governor Dempsey, the
Chairman of our Federal-State Relations
Committee of the National Governors' Con-
ference and with the staff of the Washington
Office of the National Governors' Conference,
the bill was not reported until last Thursday
80 that most Governors have not had an op-
portunity to familiarize themselves with the
provisions of the clean bill.

Personally, I had hoped the Committee
would consider tying Social Security benefits
to the cost of living index, but I am sure all
Governors will support the recommendations
of the House Ways and Means Committee to
increase the level and scope of Social Secu-
rity benefits.

First, I think we must object to the two
ceilings proposed by HR 12080.

1. No state could increase the proportion
of children of broken homes under 21 who
will receive Ald for Dependent Children
(AFDC) after 1967. Of course, it is in the
interest of all the states financially to de-
velop programs which would cutback the
number of poor families recelving AFDC, I
think all of the Governors would support
those programs which would encourage
AFDC recipients to find employment and to
keep that employment through the proposed
wage incentives. This amendment makes no
provision for local, statewide, or even federal
economic emergencies. What would be the
effect in America’'s cities which had gone
through a catastrophic summer if the un-
employment rate were suddenly to Increase
and AFDC was legally tled to the 1967 pro-
portion? Would we not encourage heads of
families unable to find employment to aban-
don those families?

Obviously through past experiences all
levels of government are trying to avoid an
economic cutback when a solution is found
to the Vietnam dilemma. We must expect
some drastic changes when millions of dol-
lars are no longer going every day into a war
economy. To box ourselves in as this section
would do is simply ignoring the economic
facts of life. The federal government in effect
would be penalizing those states with the
greatest need and in many areas would tend
to encourage discriminatory practices to the
detriment of needy families with children
if the family is determined to be “un-worthy”
by state or local public welfare officials.

2. The 13314 % of income level for eligibility
for programs under AFDC applied to Title
XIX, Medicalde is another celling which
would eventually require those states with
forward-thinking programs to make addi-
tional moral judgments. Will the states, al-
ready overburdened financially, be forced to
assume that portion of the cost which would
exceed the proposed ceiling or will they be
forced to retrench a program which is so
vitally needed by the poor and the under-
privileged? A program which has been
undertaken by the states in good faith with
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the understanding that the federal govern-
ment would support its part of the costs. I
feel we should give careful consideration to
retaining the present 150% figure.

The original concept of AFDC was to keep
familles together. Section 201 by requiring
that mothers enter the labor force would
negate this original concept. While mothers
of school aged children should be encouraged
to find employment, this need not be a re-
quirement of AFDC and by no means should
be required by mothers of pre-school aged
children.

Adequate provisions should be made for
day care services for the care of pre-school
aged children and after school care for school
aged children for mothers who choose to
work. This appears to be the best plan for
mothers who are seeking work or for some
other reason regquire daytime care for their
children. However, safeguards should be pro-
vided so that no pressure is put upon
mothers to leave their children in order to
go to work.

While many states, including the Com-
monwealth of Massachusets, are moving for-
ward by placing control of welfare programs
at the statewlde level this bill would re-
emphasize the role of the local agencies by
requiring that they be responsible for such
moral judgments as the limiting of illegiti-
mate births, provision for family planning,
and the determining of what constitutes a
“suitable” family home life. Once again the
federal government is pointing the finger of
moral justice (a justice to be determined by
local welfare boards) at one class of our
population.

Section 223 by eliminating comparability
may be a step backward towards separate
and unequal care by do the level
of health and medical care for AFCD chil-
dren, their caretakers, the disabled and the
blind, even though much needed additional
funds are recommended by the Committee.
These children are the neediest in the coun-
try and they should have not less but more
in standards of guality, amount, duration
and scope of programs of assistance. While
medical care for the aged is a long overdue
program, we must not forget that a far
better investment is that in the health of
our young people. Certainly, those eligible
for Medicald should be recipients of the
same care as the aged receive under Medicare.

If the section is adopted eliminating the
five presently named types of coverage, and
instead the states could have any seven out
of fourteen named benefits, many states will
obviously choose the seven cheapest benefits.

Under section 201, most of the proposed
changes would encourage AFDC recipients to
seek and retain employment. However, the
section should be amended so that the wages
of children under 21 who are golng to school
part-time would also be included since most
of these young people are unable to attend
school on a full time basis.

Bection 235, which would move the existing
Child Welfare programs from Part 3 of
Title V, providing that Child Welfare Serv-
ices be as fully available to children and
families receiving AFDC as they are to all
other children. It looks good on paper. It
would be a progressive step If the program
will assure the establishment and mainte-
nance of standards and the extension and
improvement of services such as have been
developed by the Children’s Bureau. The
Children’s Bureau, established 556 years ago,
has developed an approach to the total prob-
lems of the Individual and provided the first
grant in ald to the states in 1921. It was
the original plan of the Congress to put
AFDC under the Children’s Bureau. Does
the Department of HEW intend to assure the
continued administration of Child Welfare
services by the Children's Bureau after the
transfer of Part 3 of Title V into Title IV,
or under the continued reorganization of the
Department, will it establish an Assistant
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Secretary removing Child Welfare from the
Children's Bureau.

Again on the favorable side, the proposed
increase of the Federal contribution for
training in Social Welfare will help to resolve
the most pressing problem of the states. In
the past five years recipients of Child Wel-
fare, for example, have more than re-doubled,
but we have been unable to Increase staff
resources, thereby diluting the quality of the
service.

Yesterday I was of the belief that title
II should be subject to an open rule, but
my position did not prevail in the Rules
Committee. A closed rule was reported.
But after considering it during the course
of the night, in my opinion there are so
many inequities in title II of the bill in
regard fo needy children, medicaid, and
half a dozen other provisions in the bill,
I do not think we honestly could write
this bill on the floor of the House.

Mr. Speaker, between now and the next
time this bill is reported great considera-
tion should be given to this question. If
there is anything wrong in our system of
government, it certainly is in relation to
our welfare problems. I have talked to
the mayors of three or four different
cities in my district. Each one complains
about what is happening.

For example, a man might be working
as a car washer and making about $80 a
week. He supports five children. Because
he cannot get by on $80 a week, he goes
completely into debt. The first thing you
know he leaves his family and runs away.
Why? Because he cannot meet his obli-
gations and because his wife can draw
$120 to $130 per week under the aid to
dependent children program. He would
rather have his family on relief than to
live up to his moral obligation of taking
care of his own family. Personally I be-
lieve we should help in cases like that to
keep the family together. If we spent
money under the aid to dependent chil-
dren to help the father who is making
$80 a week, we might even save that
much and we would also be keeping a
family together.

I believe the welfare section of this
bill is riddled with inequities. Something
should be done about them. I hope the
chairman of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee will make a thorough investiga-
tion of this entire program. It is obsolete.
Let us see if we can bring in some new
ideas. But I do not believe we can write
the measure on the floor of the House.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
House Resolution 902 in order that imme-
dis.%e consideration may be given to H.R.
12080.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I am op-
posed to a closed rule in this case be-
cause H.R. 12080 represents one of the
most comprehensive and important bills
to come before this House, and I believe
it is wrong that no amendments can be
debated or considered. I intend therefore
to vote against the motion for the pre-
vious question on the resolution and, if
that motion is defeated, I shall offer an
amendment to the resolution to provide
that amendments to the bill may be taken
up and considered in the normal way.

This social security bill—with provi-
sions on social security benefits, disability
payments, aid-to-dependent children,
State medical assistance programs—is
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one of the most significant pieces of
social legislation which will come before
the 90th Congress. In addition to commit-
ting the Federal Government to the ex-
penditure of over $3 billion during
the first full year after enactment, this
bill will lay down basic policy guidelines
affecting millions of elderly, of children
without an employable parent, of the
medically indigent, of disabled—in short
the policies established in this legislation
will affect the lives of a vast number of
citizens at all stages of their lives.

And, yet we in the House are being
asked to vote this bill up or down, as it
comes from committee, with absolutely
no opportunity to consider amendments
to it or to make any constructive changes
on the floor. Mr. Speaker, I submit that
the 409 Members of this body who did
not participate in the committee delib-
erations on the bill are being asked to
abdicate their role as responsible legis-
lators.

1 do not for one mement underestimate
the job which the Ways and Means Com-
mittee has done, under its superbly able
chairman [Mr. MiLLs] in working out the
details of this legislation and in sep-
arating the wheat from the chaff of the
many, many amendments to the social
security program which my colleagues
introduce each year. But the Members of
this House also have a responsibility—to
their eonstituents—to take part in some
of the fundamental policy decisions em-
bodied in this legislation.

For example, the bill provides for an
across-the-board general increase in
social security benefits of 125 perecent.
A number of my colleagues, myself in-
cluded, had introduced legislation calling
for & 50-percent increase; the adminis-
tration asked for a 20-percent increase.
Many different factors would affect the
size of the increase but surely any deci-
sion of this magnitude—affecting the
existence of many of our elderly—de-
serves the attention of the entire House.

As a New Yorker, I was particularly
dismayed by the amendments to title
XIX which represent a major step back-
ward from what was accomplished in
1965 to provide medical care for those
who cannot afford it. This amendment
would severely penalize those States
which went ahead in good faith reliance
'on the 1965 provisions, and instituted
far-reaching programs for the care of
the medically indigent within their
borders. Surely such a reversal ought to
be considered separately by the House.

There are several other items in the
bill which elearly merit separate atten-
tion and debate. Many of my constitu-
ents have written asking that the out-
side-earnings limit for social security be
raised above the $1,680 figure so that
they could earn a bit more to make their
lives more comfortable. A very restrie-
tive and unfair definition of ‘“‘disability”
has been written into the law which
would allow those seeking disability pay-
ments to obtain them only if they were
unable to secure gainful employment
anywhere in the entire country, regard-
less of where they lived or what per-
‘sonal hardships would be entailed by
such a move.

Immensely significant changes have
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also been made in the AFDC program.
These amendments would require States
to set up programs for job training and
counseling, family planning, and day
care centers to apply to every adult and
child over 16 who is himself receiving
or whose family is receiving AFDC pay-
ments. Now some of these provisions
carry great potential—such as the day
care and family planning requirements—
and some raise very disturbing policy
questions—such as the implicit require-
ment that mothers of young children
should deposit them in day care centers
and spend their days working, even
though it might be far better for both
children and mother if she were at home
caring for these children.

Finally, the bill contains the extreme-
ly restrictive provision freezing all State
payments under the AFDC program at
the current levels. In other words, no
State will be allowed to give subsistence
payments to a greater percentage of de-
pendent children than are now being
gided. This I find the most truly re-
gressive limitation of all.

Mr. Speaker, I merely raise these is-
sues to indicate some of the major items
ineluded in this bill. We should not be
foreed to cast only a yea or nay vote on
this legislation. At the very least, we
should be allowed the opportunity to ap-
prove or disapprove a few selected floor
amendments raising the most important
policy questions contained in this bill,

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I yield a half hour to the gen-
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. QUILLEN].

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

As the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. O’'NemL] has stated, House Resolu-
tion 902 makes in order the consideration
of H.R. 12080 under a closed rule which
also waives points of order. Eight hours
of general debate are provided for H.R.
12080, the Social Security Amendments
for 1967.

The chairman of the Ways and Means
Committee requested the waiver of
points of order because the committee
report does not include the entire text
of the Social Security Act. In the interest
of clarity and expense, it includes only
those parts of the act that are amended.

Mr, Speaker, I have long been a cham-
pion of the social security program feel-
ing that it means so much to our people.
At the same time, I have been concerned
about whether the program was sound
financially, and I have been assured by
the distinguished chairman of the House
Ways and Means Committee that this
bill is actuarially sound.

H.R. 12080 makes major changes in
old-age, survivors, and disability insur-
ance and health insurance programs,
and many minor revisions, I will men-
Eon only the most important ones briefly

ere.

Under these amendments, a general
benefit increase of 1214 percent would be
provided for people on the rolls. As a re-
sult, the average monthly benefit paid to
retired workers and their wives now on
the rolls would increase from $145 to
$164, The minimum benefit would be in-
creased from $44 to $50 a month. Under
the bill monthly benefits would range
from $50 to $159.80 for retired workers
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now on the social security rolls who be-
gan to draw benefits at age 65 or later.

The special benefit paid to certain un-
insured individuals aged 72 and over
would increase from $35 to $40 a month
for a single person and from $52.50 to $60
a month for a couple.

The $168 maximum benefit eventually
payable under present law would be in-
creased to $189 on the basis of the same
monthly earnings.

The maximum benefits payable to a
family on a single earnings record would
be increased to $423.60 rather than $368
as under the present law. Of course, to
qualify for the maximum benefits just
mentioned, a wage earner must have
earned the maximum under the new
wage base for a number of years in the
future.

Monthly social security benefits would
be payable between ages 50 and 62 to
disabled widows and widowers of covered
deceased workers. If benefit is first pay-
able at age 50, the benefit would be 50
percent of the primary insurance
amount. The amount would increase de-
pending on the age at which benefits be-
gin, up to 825 percent of the primary
insurance amount at age 62.

Also in regard to disability, a worker
who becomes disabled before the age of
31 could qualify for disability insurance
if he worked in one-half of the quarters
between the time he is 21 and the time
he is disabled, with a minimum of six
quarters of coverage. This requirement
would be an alternative to the present re-
quirement that the worker must have
had a total of 5 years out of the last 10
years in covered employment.

All of the above amendments would
become effective the second month after
the month in which the bill is enacted.

The amount a person can earn and
not lose any of his social security benefits
is increased from the current $1,500 to
$1,680. Over this figure, a beneficiary
loses $1 in benefits for each $2 he earns,
up to a total of $2,880 when all his bene-
fits would cease. The provision would be
effective for earnings in 1968.

This legislation also redefines disabil-
ity for workers to mean that a person
could be determined to be disabled only
if he is unable to engage in any kind of
substantial gainful work which exists in
the national economy even though such
work does not exist in the general area
in which he lives.

This proposed new definition of dis-
ability places additional burdens to the
attainment of a disability benefit by a
physically or mentally handicapped indi-
vidual. He not only must prove that his
physical or mental impairment is of such
severity that he is not only unable to do
his previous work, but that he cannot,
considering his age, education, and work
experience, engage in any other kind of
gainful work which exists in the general
area in which he lives, or whether a spe-
cific job vacancy exists for him, or
whether he would be hired if he applied
to work.

It was my hope that this bill would
relax the requirements to establish eligi-
bility for an individual to draw disability
benefits.

If an individual is disabled by medical
evidence, he is disabled under the social
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security law and should draw disability
benefits, This law should not create new
burdens to the attainment of just
benefits.

I have seen disabled individuals denied
their just benefits because they were
caught in the cobweb of regulations.

It would appear to me that the So-
cial Security Administration has the re-
sponsibility for improving further addi-
tional methods for developing evidence of
disability as well as more effective ways
of assessing the total impact of an indi-
vidual’s impairment on his ability to
work. There is accumulating evidence
that many individuals, already drawing
disability benefits, can benefit from re-
habilitation and can be placed back in
the work force over a period of time.

Only time will tell the impact of this
new definition of disability if it becomes
law. Let us hope that it will not deny
anyone their just and lawful benefits.

Both taxable wage base and the tax
rate will be increased to cover the in-
creased costs to the social security trust
fund, estimated at $3,200,000,000 in 1968.
Currently the wage base is $6,600. This
will be increased to $7,600. The combined
employer-employee tax rate is currently
8.8 percent; it will be 8.8 percent in 1968,
rise to 9.6 percent in 1969-70, to 10.4
percent in 1971-82, and to 11.3 percent
in 1973.

Another amendment is in the depend-
ency of the child on his mother. A child
would be deemed dependent on his
mother under the same conditions that,
under present law, & child is deemed de-
pendent on his father. As a result, a
child eould become entitled to benefits if
at the time his mother dies, or retires, or
becomes disabled, she was either fully or
currently insured.

Also included in the bill are additional
wage credits for servicemen. For social
security benefit purposes, the pay of a
person in the Armed Forces would be
deemed to be $100 a month more than
he is actually paid. The additional cost
of paying the benefits resulting from this
provision would be paid out of general
revenues.

Amendments have also been made to
the hospitalization insurance title of cur-
rent law. The number of days of paid
hospital care are increased from 90 to
120, but the patient will be required to
pay $20 per day for each day over 90.

The bill attempts to speed up reim-
bursement to patients of doctor’s bills
they have paid themselves for covered
illness, and a modification of the enroll-
ment provisions for those over 65 who
want to participate in the supplementary
medical insurance program, New medi-
cal charges are included among those
covered: podiatry services, additional
radiological and pathological services,
and physical therapy services.

In the area of programs of aid to
families with dependent children and
child welfare, aid to families with de-
pendent children and for foster fami-
lies earing for such children is increased
from $55,000,000 to $100,000,000 for fiscal
1969 and to $110,000,000 for each year
thereafter.

I am not sure what the new language
affecting the States’ welfare programs
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will have on the benefits to individuals
and families. No one should be denied
just and lawful benefits and the overall
welfare program should be improved.

It is my hope that our older citizens,
those disabled, dependent children, and
all those eligible for welfare benefits will
not be neglected, rather their station in
life improved financially and otherwise.

Under the bill, States would be re-
quired to establish community work and
training programs in every area of the
State where a significant number of
AFDC families live. Every adult member
and child over 16 not attending school
for whom it was determined that work
or training is appropriate would be re-
quired to participate or face the loss of
assistance. All States would be required
to have such programs by July 1, 1969.
The bill also deals with work incentives,
family services, emergency assistance for
needy children, needy children of unem-
ployed fathers, and limitation on aid to
families with dependent children eligi-
bles.

Finally, I would like to point out that
title XIX of the current act, the medicaid
program, is amended to remove the prob-
lem pointed up last year by events in
New York. There, the State set the in-
come ceiling so high that many more
people were permitted to participate in
the program than was expected, and the
Federal Government had to pick up most
of the tab. The amendment basically pro-
vides that the income level for partici-
pation in the program cannot be higher
than 133.5 percent of the income level
for eligibility for the ADC program. This
tlzeillng will go into effect on January 1,

970.

There are no minority views, although
Mr. Curris has submitted supplemental
views. He supports the bill, but believes
the real problems in the health field are
not met by the bill. He points out that
Congress must be careful not to accept
the argument that social security bene-
fits are not the sole retirement income
for most Americans and that Congress
should not operate from this position
when amending the law.

Mr. Speaker, I repeat that I think this
is basically a very good bill, with the ex-
ception of a few minor reservations
which I have mentioned, and I know of
no objection to a rule being granted. I
urge the adoption of the rule.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, but I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. O’'NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. CAREY].

Mr. CAREY. Mr. Speaker, I shall con-
fine my remarks just as much as I can
and be as brief as possible. At this stage
let me indicate I commend and pay my
respects to the distinguished chairman
and the members of the Ways and Means
Committee for the bulk of the bill as it
comes to the floor for debate.

Certainly, I would be the last to at-
tempt to open this bill to amendments
as related to the old age and social
security section, which, as the chairman
has stated, is in delicate actuarial bal-
ance and should not be written on the
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floor. It would run the risk of tinkering
with the mechanism which is very finely
engineered in the committee, and might
throw it out of balance.

Recent articles on this system have
shown the social security system is work-
ing well, that it is sound, and that in
every way it is responding to the need
for which it was designed. But as far as
using this system as protective cover to
bring to the floor the public assistance
program at this stage and run it through
the House without the possibility of
amendment, I believe flies in the face of
%ood policy in the House of Representa-

ves.

We know—many of us who have been
involved in poverty work—who have been
close to this, that an awful lot is wrong
with it. We know certain things that can
be done, and there have been some
worthy revisions of this program which
have been addressed in the Committee
on Ways and Means. The child welfare
amendments, which had been proposed
by the distinguished gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. Burke] and the
gentleman from New York [Mr. Gir-
BERT], have been incorporated in the bill,
and this means we will have some ade-
quate professional day care services and
institutional care for children who badly
need it. That provision goes in the right
direction.

But insofar as some of the revisions
they have made as to the northern
urban areas, where a great many of the
recipients of welfare are located, I sug-
gest that some of these appear to be
punitive measures which are not reason-
able and practical. The gentleman from
Massachusetts has already well stated
that the change in the limitation on aid
to dependent children is going to cost us
money in the northern cities and the
areas where the children are located.
We are not in a position to undertake
any greater burden in this field. My city
is the most taxed city in the country
today; and $900 million of the budget
of my city is being paid to 660,000 wel-
fare recipients. Yet, under this bill, with
no additional Federal support, we will
be forced to take on additional burden
insofar as aid to dependent children is
concerned. This is why I have opposed
granting this closed rule.

This bill has new work fraining provi-
sions which duplicate and overlap other
acts. There are some measures in the
Economic Opportunity Act where we
have put in work training, and there is
an amendment I sponsored to the Eco-
nomic Opportunity Act in which we set
forth a provision under which the Direc-
tor of OEO is to encourage compulsory
work training and compulsory basic lit-
eracy training in the programs in pub-
lic assistance. We have been working in
this direction in the Committee on Edu-
cation.

There is hidden danger in this bill. I
understand the committee’s interpreta-
tions of its new language requires in all
cases of public assistance from age 16 on
up, in families who receive public as-
sistance, where there are 16-year-olds
or over, who are not in school and where
the father or mother is in the home and
receiving public assistance, that if they
are able to work they must accept em-
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ployment. This seems to be a good thing,
and I say anything which will make re-
cipients of welfare self-supporting ap-
pears to be good, but we have tried some
of these things, and if we go too far,
we will defeat our own purpose.

Let me illustrate what I mean. If we
consider the case of a mother with two
children who are infants, and if we force
her to accept employment because she
is receiving public assistance, we run into
the question of what will happen to the
infants. If they are turned over to a
public shelter, if one is available, that
may not be the best thing for them. In
the case of handicapped children it is less
expensive to have the mother care for
them than have the mother go to work
as a scrubwoman and have the locality
pay a public nurse or institution run for
the children at a cost per day that totals
as high as the mother’s earnings or bene-
fits.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. CAREY. I yield to the gentleman
from Arkansas.

Mr. MILLS. Let me assure the gentle-
man that there is no intention here, in
the administration of this program, and
it is clearly understood, to take any
mother away from her small children,
because we say that if she has good
cause—and that is listed as a good
cause—then she is excused from this re-
quirement.

Mr. CAREY. I am pleased to hear the
chairman of the committee state this.
This is one of the reasons why I had
hoped to get into a discussion of this
matter, because if we can get a legis-
lative history that this bill will not do
that, it probably is a worthy amendment.
This was my only purpose in coming to
the floor at this time, because this may
be the only time we can address our-
selves to consideration of very vital pro-
grams and get a legislative history, to
save this from becoming a punitive meas-
ure which would work a disadvantage
to the families.

Mr. Speaker, I came to the well to in-
dicate the dissatisfaction which I have
with respect to the closed rule, as to this
provision of the bill, but it is not my pur-
pose at this time in any way to unhinge
the legislative machinery by requiring a
vote in opposition to this rule.

I agree with the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts that there is much to be done
in this field. This is a program which re-
quires a great deal of consideration, and
I believe we should begin right now in an
attempt to rewrite this program from top
to bottom.

The poor do not like the program. They
are not happy over the indignities they
endure under this program.

Those who administer the program,
such as Commissioner Ginsberg of New
York, have indicated it is an unworkable,
unmanageable program, which should be
refined from top to bottom.

I am sure the taxpayers do not like
the program, which has now reached the
astronomical figure of $4.1 billion. As
predicted by the committee, this will go
up to $4.5 billion next year. Ten years
ago it was only $1.7 billion, and it has
gone up $2.5 billion in 10 years.
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There will be more persons added to
the roll next year, even though we are
in an unparalleled prosperity. This pro-
gram is betting so large it rivals all other
major programs of the Federal Govern-
‘ment.

The programs we address in this field
in the Economic Opportunity Act do not
seem to be able to cope with this pro-
gram, and cannot thus far contain this
program. It is getting out of hand. Some-
thing must be done. We need to do some-
thing to stop attracting the poor to the
ghettos and the unlivable conditions of
the cities which this program does. And
;.hese things need to be done without de-

ay.

I will yield to the counsel, judement,
_prudence, and wisdom of the gentleman
from Massachusetts, who stated, and I
believe quite correctly, that we had better
get to work and start rewriting this pro-
gram from top to bottom, because, so far
as I am concerned, the people of the
great cities have had it. This is not the
answer to our problems. It creates more
havoe than it is curing.

For that reason, I will oppose in the
future the granting of any closed rule
on the public assistance provisions of
this bill, and I hope that the Ways and
Means Committee members, in their
‘judgment and their wisdom—and I ad-
mire every member of the committee—
will see their way clear the next time
around to bring this out as a separate
measure, not to be hooked up to social
security amendments, where it does not
belong.

I thank the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts for yielding to me.

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from New York
[Mr. GILBERT].

Mr. GILBERT. Mr. Speaker, I take
this opportunity merely to advise the
House that I appeared before the Rules
Committee to ask for a modified rule, to
the extent that the rule be modified so
that amendments could be offered with
respect to the medicaid provisions, which
I believe act very unfairly so far as the
bill is concerned in respect to the larg-
est States. Unfortunately, a closed rule
was granted.

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. OTTINGER].

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, I do not
know that I can add much to the very ex-
cellent remarks of my friend, the gentle-
man from Massachusetts [Mr. O’'Nr1LL],
and my colleagues, the gentlemen from
New York [Mr. Carey and Mr. GILBERT].
I wholeheartedly support their views.

Isuppose we from New York are speak-
ing out most against this rule because
New York stands to be hurt worst by
some of the changes made to the wel-
fare and aid to dependent children pro-
visions in title II.

In spite of the fact that I have a tre-
mendous amount of respect for the chair-
man of the Ways and Means Committee,
the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr.
Mrirs]l, and his colleagues on that
committee, I think the committee
adopted some very conftroversial meas-
ures in title II concerning welfare that
deserve discussion by the House.
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Therefore, acting as the fool who walks
in where angels fear to tread, I propose
that the House vote down the previous
question on this rule. If that is success-
ful, I propose to offer an amendment
which would open only title IT to amend-
ment.

The most grave problem with title II,
in my opinion, is the adoption of a freeze
on welfare recipients. This would work
grave inequities because of the tremen-
dous population shifts throughout the
country into and out of cities.

I think penalizing children for the
failure of their parents to take work is
completely wrong. Although I entirely
favor compulsive measures to require
those parents to take work and training
where they are available and, in the case
of mothers, where adequate day care
facilities are available, I feel that to pe-
nalize the innocent children in these sif-
uations is an unfortunate mistake.

Another controversial change made by
the committee that deserves discussion
is the drastic limitation on medicaid.
This will cause particular disruption in
New York,

Therefore, I urge my colleagues in the
House to vote down the previous ques-
tion and to adopt an amendment to the
rule which would permit amendments to
title IT relating to the welfare provisions
of this bill.

Mr, O'NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. Ryawl.

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, I join with my
colleagues from New York in expressing
my concern about the fact that the Social
Security Amendments of 1967 are to be
brought to the floor of the House under
a closed rule which precludes the oppor-
tunity to offer amendments to certain
sections of H.R. 12080 which have & par-
ticularly deleterious effect on the State of
New York.

I should also like to express my con-
cern about the aspect of the rule which
waives points of order.

The report filed with the bill, House
Report No. 544, does not comply with
rule 13(3) of the House known as the
Ramseyer Rule which provides that,
when reporting a bill amending any stat-
ute, the committee shall—

Include in its report or in an accompany-
ing document—

(1) The text of the statute or part thereof
which is proposed to be repealed; and

(2) A comparative print of that part of the
bill . . . making the amendment and of
the statute or part thereof proposed to be
amended, showing by stricken-through type
and italics, parallel columns. . ..

Nor has a supplementary document
complying with the rule been brought to
my attention.

The purpose of the Ramseyer rule is
to permit Members more easily to ascer-
tain the effect of proposed amendments.
Important as it is for short bills, it is
even more important for a bill such as
H.R. 12080, which is 207 pages in length,
involving as it does many proposals of a
technical and detailed nature proposals
which, if adopted, will affect a large
number of our citizens.

Especially when legislation is to be
considered almost immediately after be-
ing reported out of committee, there
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should be a method to facilitate Mem-
bers' understanding of proposed changes
in the law.

By waiving all points of order, House
Resolution 902 makes it unnecessary to
comply with the Ramseyer rule.

I have the greatest respect for the
competence and knowledge of the House
Committee on Ways and Means concern-
ing the matters that are passed on by
that committee. The effect, however, of
the closed rule is to vest the 25 members
of that committee with virtually sole au-
thority concerning this legislation. Ex-
cept for a motion to recommit, and ex-
cept for amendments offered by direc-
tion of the Commitiee on Ways and
Means, the House would under House
Resolution 902 only have the opportunity
to vote for or against HR. 12080.

Mr. Speaker, HR. 12080, if adopted
will affect the welfare of many citizens
residing in every part of the United
States. The bill as reported contains sev-
eral provisions which in my opinion are
inconsistent with our general policy con-
cerning the welfare of persons unable to
adequately provide for themselves.

There should be an opportunity to at-
tempt to make needed changes. If the
closed rule is approved, Members will be
able to air their opinions for 8 hours
with no probability of affecting H.R.
12080 in a substantive way through the
amendment process.

Mr. Speaker, I am not particularly con-
cerned about two formulas.

One is the title XTIX formula which
could have the effect of reducing the
amount of Federal funds which would
go to the State of New York under the
medicaid program. This also penalizes
the people of New York State, where
there was a medical assistance program
already in effect.

Before the enactment of title XIX,
New York's eligibility level was $5,200
for a family, of four; it was expected to
be $5,700 in 1967 regardless of a Federal
medicaid program. After the enactment
of title XIX it became $6,000. Under the
new formula proposed in section 220 of
H.R. 12080 the eligibility level is esti-
mated to be reduced by over $700 to
$5,292. This is the first step in the pro-
posed three step percentage reduction.

I should like to commend my colleague
from New York [Mr. Giueerr] for his
supplemental views. He points out there
very clearly that—

This amendment . . . penalizes the State
of New York more than any other.

Another formula, which works an in-
justice and to which amendments might
be offered were it not for a closed rule, is
that which affects the program of aid to
dependent children. By freezing the num-
ber of children according to the formula
in the bill, it means short changing the
large populous metropolitan States
which are experiencing and have ex-
perienced for the past number of years
a large immigration of poor people, par-
ticularly from the rural areas of the
country from which for various reasons,
including mechanization of farming
and the inadequate level of public as-
sistance, they are forced to the cities.

Again this means that the large popu~
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lous metropolitan States would be penal-
ized.

If we do not have a closed rule, it will
be possible to examine not only this for-
mula but the method by which public as-
sistance is financed. The Federal Gov-
ernment should bear a much larger re-
sponsibility than it does for the public as-
sistance programs which the big cities
are required to maintain because of con-
ditions pertaining in other parts of the
country over which the big cities have
absolutely no control.

Mr. Speaker, for those reasons, I rec-
ommend that the previous question be
defeated in order to amend the rule. We
should have an open rule in order to deal
with these provisions.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New York
[Mr., KUPFERMAN].

Mr. KUPFERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
opposed to the closed rule. As I see it,
this bill will pass tomorrow overwhelm-
ingly, even though there are a number of
areas that deserve a specific vote and
which areas are unsatisfactory. In ad-
dition to those items which have already
been cited and which I believe should
have consideration on the floor of the
House and that there be provided an op-
portunity for each Member to vote upon
the questions specifically, I am also in
favor of an amendment which I would
have proposed had I had the opportu-
nity to do so to eliminate the restriction
on outside earnings for people receiving
social security by reason of retirement
age.

I think it is necessary, in view of the
overall poverty situation in the United
States today, and with inflation, that we
have an opportunity to consider such a
specific proposal and, now, I shall not
have the opportunity to present it.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I am opposed
to the closed rule,

Mr. O’'NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Rhode
Island [Mr. TIERNAN].

Mr. TIERNAN. Mr. Speaker, I oppose
a closed rule on H.R. 12080. The provi-
sions putting a limit on title XIX, medic-
aid, and on aid to families with depend-
ent children are ill considered and heart-
less. I plan to offer amendments to these
two provisions if I succeed in defeating
the closed rule.

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Speaker, may I
commend my colleagues on the Ways
and Means Committee for their con-
structive efforts in producing the Social
Security Amendments of 1967. Their work
is the more impressive and their task
was made more difficult by virtue of the
fact that they are not a committee that
deals daily with measures designed to
help people, people in deep trouble, with
pressing and often multiple needs.

The Ways and Means Committee, dur-
ing its normal course of business, deals
with the subtleties and complications of
highly technical and sophisticated taxes
and tariffs, not with broken homes, sick
and starving children, illegitimacy, or
problems relating to jobs and manpower.
It is understandable, therefore, that the
welfare provisions of the amendments
in many ways produce more problems
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than they are meant to solve, raise more
questions than they attempt to answer,
and work a hardship on the urban tax-
payers who must provide the extra funds
they require.

Three areas, in particular, deserve a
serious examination by Congress. It is
my hope that when this bill is taken up
for consideration by the Senate, the
Members of that body will provide the
serutiny in those areas which the House
of Representatives, because of the closed
rule, has been denied.

The aid to families with dependent
children provisions, by setting as the
maximum State client population the
current State AFDC child percentage,
places an additional heavy burden on
the cities and States of America. These
committee-passed provisions fail to take
into consideration the ongoing migra-
tion from our Nation's rural areas to our
cities.

Although the total number of indi-
viduals being assisted nationally under
AFDC increases at an average annual
rate of less than a quarter of a million,
the increase within a given city, in per-
centage terms, is significant.

In New York City, for example, the
cost of this unwarranted restriction will
be in excess of $40,000,000—to be ab-
sorbed half by the city and half by the
State.

There is no doubt that this additional
burden will have to be absorbed. We are
not going to permit children—legitimate
or illegitimate—to go starving, sick, and
homeless in New York State.

Certainly, innovative employment pro-
grams such as the new careers amend-
ment to the Economic Opportunity Act,
or the establishment of day care centers
and birth control plans can help resolve
the welfare problem by reducing the wel-
fare rolls and getting now-dependent
people into jobs and thereby bringing
to them the independence, pride, and
self-respect that comes with filling a re-
sponsible job. But in the interim the
wealthiest country in the world can and
must summon up the will and the re-
sources to feed its children—whether
they live in the country or in the ecity.

Second, the committee-backed amend-
ments effectively change the basic thrust
of the original AFDC program from one
of protecting the welfare of dependent
children to one of enforcing the employ-
ability and employment of the parents of
those children. The amendments require
that AFDC mothers leave their depend-
ent children to accept work or training,
without setting forth any standards for
evaluating the impact of such require-
ments on the family—or what is left of
the family. No adequate standards have
been set for jobs or training for jobs or
for supporting social, health, educational,
medical or other community services.

Finally, the committee-backed amend-
ments, by setting the income limits for
medicaid lower than their current level,
force many States and cities to take up
the slack out of their own pockets. New
York State will have to find some
$40,000,000 to maintain the level of serv-
ices it now provides—bringing up to $80

million the additional amount New York -

will have to bear.
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This enumeration of substantive de-
ficiencies in the bill as reported out of
the Ways and Means Committee is not
exhaustive or all-inclusive. My col-
leagues—on both sides of the aisle—will
find others. All of us, however, because of
the archaic mechanism of the closed rule
governing this bill, are frustrated in
working our will on the floor as we are
freely able to do with the vast myriad
of defense, housing, education, anti-
poverty, foreign aid and other vital
measures which flow through the House
each session.

There is no necessity and no rationale
for welfare provisions such as AFDC to
be included in the same measure as social
security. The result is to hamstring Con-
gressmen who wish to improve the ef-
fectiveness and workability of the bill by
offering substantive amendments to
remedy the defects like the ones I have
highlighted in the committee-passed bill.

Mr. ST GERMAIN. Mr. Speaker, I am
opposed to the closed rule on H.R. 12080,
because there are several provisions in
the bill which I think should be open
to amendments on the floor. I refer par-
ticularly to the provisions which would
impose arbitrary and unfair limitations
on title XIX of the Social Security Act.
The 133%-percent limit on eligibility
should be raised to at least 160 percent.
The bill is very unfair in this regard in its
effect on Rhode Island and other States.

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Speak-
er, the House Republican policy com-
mittee supports H.R. 12080. This bill pro-
vides an across-the-board increase of
1215 percent, increases the amount an
individual may earn and still get full
benefits, strengthens the benefit formula,
improves the health insurance benefits,
and requires the development of pro-
grams under aid to families with depend-
ent children—AFDC—that would insure
that individuals receiving aid would be
trained to enter the labor force as soon as
possible.

During the 89th Congress and again in
the January Republican state of the Un-
ion message, the Republican leadership
in the House of Representatives called
for an immediate increase in social se-
curity benefits. Due to the Great Society
inflation, many of our elderly citizens
have been faced with a serious situation.
Last year alone, the cost of living rose 3.3
percent. Cash benefits had fallen 7 per-
centage points behind the Consumer
Price Index. Under the circumstances, it
is unfortunate that the administration
delayed action on this bill for so long.
The 1215-percent increase in social
security benefits is needed now to help
many of our senior citizens cope with the
inflation that has resulted from the fiscal
policies of the Johnson-Humphrey
administration.

We believe that the present earnings
ceiling is inadequate. The increase that is
contemplated by this bill would, in some
measure, reflect the financial realities of
the present inflationary period. Under
the provisons of this bill, the amount that
a person may earn and still get his bene-
fits would be increased from $1,500 to
$1,680 and the amount to which the $1
for $2 reduction would apply, would
range from $1,680 to $2,880 a year. Also,
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the amount a person may earn in 1
month would be increased from $125 to
$140.

Experience has proven that a number
of major changes in the present health
insurance provisions are required. As a
result, under H.R. 12080, the number of
days of hospitalization would be in-
creased from 90 to 120 days. A patient
would be permitted to submit his
itemized bill directly fo the insurance
carrier for payment. And a physician
no longer would be required to certify
that a patient requires hospitalization at
the time he enters or that a patient
requires hospital outpatient services.

One of the most perplexing problems
in the welfare area is centered in the
program that provides aid to families
with dependent children. In the last 10
years, this program has grown from
646,000 families that included 2.4 million
recipients to 1.2 million families and
nearly 5 million recipients. It is estimated
that the amount of Federal funds al-
located to this program will increase from
$1.46 billion to $1.84 billion over the next
5 years unless constructive and concerted
action is taken. In order to reduce the
AFDC rolls by restoring more families to
employment and self reliance, H.R. 12080
would make a number of changes in the
present program. For example, States
would be required to:

First. Establish a program for each
AFDC adult or older child not attending
school which would equip them for work
and place them in a job. Those who re-
fuse such training without good cause
would be cut from the rolls.

Second. Establish community work
and training programs throughout the
State by July 1, 1969.

Third. Provide that protective pay-
ments and vendor payments be made
where appropriate to protect the welfare
of children.

Fourth. Furnish day-care services and
other services to make it possible for
adult members of the family to take
training and employment.

Fifth. Have an earnings exemption to
provide incentives for work by AFDC re-
cipients.

There is no provision in the present
Social Security Act under which States
may permit an employed parent or other
relative to retain some of his earnings.
This has proven to be a serious defect.
The number of assistance recipients
who take work or enter into a training
program can be increased if the proper
incentive exists. We support the adop-
tion of a work incentive provision.

At the present time, there are a num-
ber of other Federal programs that make
provision for work incentives to welfare
recipients. This proliferation of work in-
centive provisions has proven confusing
to welfare personnel and recipients. In
an effort to end this confusion, the pro-
posed provision in H.R. 12080 would, in
effect, supersede the provisions relating
to earnings exemptions now contained in
the Economie Opportunity Act and the
Elementary and Seecondary Eduecation
Act. We support this attempt to estab-
lish a uniform rule. We urge prompt ac-
tion to bring the provisions of other leg-
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islation into conformity with this pro-
vision.
GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr, O'NEILL of Massachusetts., Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members be permitted to extend their
remarks at this point in the Recorb.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

There was no objection,

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts, Mr.
Speaker, I move the previous question.

The SPEAKER. The question is on or-
dering the previous question,

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. OTITINGER)
there were—ayes 120, noes 7.

So the previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

MARY SWITZER, A GREAT CHOICE

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous maftter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentlewoman from
Oregon?

There was no objection.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
yesterday the Secretary of the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare
announced the formation of a new
agency—the Social and Rehabilitation
Service. Named to head this new agency
is Mary Switzer, presently Commissioner
of the Vocational Rehabilitation Admin-
istration.

In this major reorganization of three
important agencies within the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare,
Miss Switzer, for 17 years the Director of
the Nation's largest rehabilitation pro-
gram, will be in charge of the Govern-
ment’s vocational rehabilitation, welfare,
aging, and mental retardation programs.
Mary Switzer, during her years of service
to the Government has commanded the
highest respect from Congress and from
experts in the field of rehabilitation. Sec-
retary Gardner, in announcing her ap-
pointment today, referred to her as “a
dynamo” and as “a woman of spirit and
imagination.” She is both as well as an
able administrator. The traditions in this
country are such that one woman doer
observed:

A woman must be an Innovator but must

never be caught with the blueprints in her
hand.

Thank goodness, Mary Switzer has
challenged this tradition. She has been
an innovator—and the rehabilitation
services have been much improved be-
cause many of the blueprints have been
drafted in her office. Innovation, wise
planning, efficient administration have
been the hallmarks of the Department
under her supervision.

Miss Switzer began her Federal career
with the U.8S. Treasury Department,
where she later served as assistant to the
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Assistant Secretary in charge of the Pub-
lic Health Service—then part of the
Treasury Department. When the Public
Health Service was transferred to the
Federal Security Agency in 1939, she was
named assistant to the FSA Adminis-
trator.

In recognifion of her work in medical
manpower procurement and the develop-
ment of scientific research programs
during World War II, Miss Switzer re-
ceived the President’s Certificate of
Merit—the highest award given to a
regular civil service employee. In 1956 the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare presented her with the distin-
guished service award.

Other awards Miss Switzer has re-
ceived are the Albert Lasker Award for
distinguished service to the physically
handicapped in 1960 and the Presdent’s
Award of the National Rehabilitation As-
sociation, Nine colleges and universities
have presented her with honorary de-
grees. Miss Switzer is past president of
the National Rehabilitation Association
and twice served as president of the
American Hearing Society.

Her unigque administrative ability will
be directed toward giving the help and
the skills and the motivation necessary
for those in our country who are striving
to become independent.

Mr. Speaker, I include in the Recorp
the statement of Secretary John Gard-
ner announcing this reorganization:
STATEMENT BY JoEN W. GARDNER, SECRETARY

oF HeALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

I'm here to announce the merger of three
existing agencles—Welfare, Vocational Re-
habllitation and Aging—Into a new agency
to be called the Social and Rehabilitation
Service.

I'm not golng to go into detail now about
the reorganization, because you can figure
out a good deal of it from these charts, and
also I'll be glad to answer any questions you
have in a few minutes. Right now I just
want to tell you briefly about why we did
what we did. And I should add that this re-
organization is based on extensive consul-
tations, going back over almost a year, with
numerous state and local officials and many
others in and out of Government,

There are three key features of the reor-
ganization. First, in the new Social and Re-
habilitation Service we have brought to-
gether the various services of HEW that deal
with special groups: the aged, the handi-
capped, and familles, particularly children.

Second, we have separated the adminis-
tration of programs having to do with cash
payments—that is, public assistance pay-
ments—from the programs offering reha-
bilitation and social services.

Third, we have established a single re-
gional commissioner of the new Service In
each of HEW’'s nine reglons throughout the
country.

When you boil it all down, HEW, working
with and through the states, counties, and
local communities, provides two different
kinds of help to these special groups or
populations.

It helps toward meeting their basic needs,
where ry, by fi ing medical costs
through Medicare and Medicald, and through
cash payments for old age assistance and
aid to the blind, the totally and permanently
disabled, and families with dependent chil-
dren.

And 1t also provides a wide range of serv-
ices aimed at rehabilitation in the broadest
sense of that word—giving people opportuni-
tles to become self-supporting and self-suffi-
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clent, where possible; releasing and foster-
ing their energles and talents; enhancing
their capacity to cope with the world and
to be responsible and participating citizens;
enabling them to live thelr lives with some
measure of dignity.

The emphasis on rehabilitation in our
social and welfare programs is in large part
due to the foresight and wisdom of one of
my predecessors, Senator Ribicoff, when he
was Secretary of HEW. It is an emphasis we
intend to continue, expand, and strengthen.

Rehabilitation can take many forms. It
may mean, in one instance, giving a blind
boy the training he needs so he can become
a skilled mechanic. In another case, it may
mean helping an elderly person find mean-
ing and satisfaction through participation
in a foster grandparents’ project, at the same
time providing a deprived youngster with
the interest, attention, and affection of a
responsible adult. It can mean helping a
bewildered and frightened AFDC mother to
develop a realistic budget, receive informa-
tion about family planning, learn to cope
better with the tasks of housekeeping and
child-rearing, and perhaps get the training
she needs so she can get a part-time or
full-time job, providing day care for her
children while she gets it. Already, we have
had a good deal of success in preparing the
unemployed parents of AFDC children and
other needy people for jobs—about 36,000
have become partially or fully self-support-
ing under the relatively limited work-ex-
perience program we have been running for
the past two and a half years—and we ex-
pect to expand that program in the future.

The aged, the handicapped, and children
should continue to be given special emphasis,
and assigning each of these groups special
status within the new Service while preserv-
ing their administrative integrity insures
that each will receive the priority attention
it needs and deserves. £

But we find that usually the trouble an
individual or family is in is a combination
of several related problems requiring a com-
bination of approaches. And those problems,
different though they may be, are all con-
centrated in that one person or one family.
‘We must not take a fragmented approach to
them. We want to encourage a unified ap-
proach to the problems of all these groups,
with special emphasis on the family. We
believe that the new Service can make this
possible and that each of its parts can draw
on the strengths of the others and that
they can be mutually reinforecing.

The second key feature of the reorganiza-
tion is that we have separated the two basic
functions: the fiscal, on the one hand, and
the services, on the other. The new Assistance
Payments Administration will be responsible
for the provision of policy guldance to state
agencies in the administration of the money
payment aspects of the public assistance pro-
grams. Several states and cities have already
taken or are contemplating steps to separate
the administration of payments and the pro-
vision of services, in the interest of efficiency
and of saving scarce time and talent for the
provision of rehabilitative services. But it
should be emphasized that the form of or-
ganization we are adopting here is not in-
tended to predetermine forms of organiza-
tlon at the State and local level.

The third key feature of the reorganiza-
tion is that an SRS commissioner In each of
the regions will supervise all the programs
and activitles of the Service in his region
and will give approval to all state plans, We
expect that this will make it easler for the
states and communities to deal with the
Federal Government on all these matters.

Now there are two things I'd like to men-
tion that aren't exactly “major features” of
the reorganization, but demonstrate the kinds
of concerns we have and the kinds of ap-
proach we are trying to take.
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First there is the Office of Research and
Demonstrations. Its sole charge from me is
to develop policles and projects that are in-
novative and experimental—all of them
aimed at finding ways of delivering services
more effectively, more efficiently, more quick-
ly. That is the spirit we want to characterize
all our efforts.

Second, some time ago I announced the
establishment of the Center for Community
Planning, attached to the Office of the As-
sistant Secretary for Individual and Family
Services. This Center is now operating, We
feel it is one effective means through which
we can address ourselves directly to the prob-
lems of our central cities. And it provides a
good example of the kind of unified approach
we want to take. At the moment, for in-
stance, the Center is cooperating with HUD
in the development of neighborhood centers
being established in fourteen cities through-
out the country. And it is receiving whole-
hearted cooperation from all the agencles in
HEW that can be helpful: from the health
people, from various units of the Children’s
Bureau, from mental health experts. The
creation of a unified Social and Rehabilita-
tion Bervice will greatly help this kind of
exchange of information.

I have named Mary Switzer, Commissioner
of the Vocational Rehabilitation Administra-
tion, as Administrator of the new Service.
For seventeen years she has directed the na-
tlon’s largest program of rehabilitation of
disabled people. I have worked closely with
her ever since I came to Washington, and
have unqualified respect for her ability. She
is a dynamo. She Is a women of spirit and
imagination. Any government operation un-
der her direction will enjoy a rising curve
of vitality.

OPERATION OF THE REFUGEE SEC-
TION—SECTION 203(a) (7} OF THE
IMMIGRATION AND NATIONALITY
ACT

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, the Im-
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migration Act of 1965 authorizes the con-
ditional entry into the United States of
10,200 refugees annually who are up-
rooted from their homes by natural
calamities or who, because of persecu-
tion or fear of persecution, or on account
of race, religion, or political opinion, have
fled from a Communist-dominated coun-
iry, or from a country within the general
area of the Middle East.

Under the provisions of this act the
conditional entry of a refugee is the same
as an entry under parole and provision
is made for the adjustment of status of
these refugees after they have been phys-
ically present in the United States for 2
years. Additionally, the law provides that
one-half of the numbers authorized for
refugees—5,100—may be used in lieu of
conditional entry to adjust the status of
refugees who have already been physi-
cally present in the United States for 2
years.

In order that the House may be fully
informed of the operation of the refugee
section—seetion 203(a) (7) of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act—I wish to
insert in the REcorp a report submitted
by Raymond F. Farrell, Commissioner of
the Immigration and Naturalization
Service, which sets forth refugee statis-
ties for the 6-month period ending June
30, 1967:

Hon. JoEN W. McCORMACK,
Speaker of the House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Me. SPrEAEER: On January 1, 1967,
there were pending 2,382 applications for
conditional entry under Section 203(a)(7)
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, sub-
mitted by aliens in Austria, Belgium, France,
Germany, Greece, Italy and Lebanon. During
the six-month period ending June 30, 1967,
an additional 2,854 applicants registered in
these countries. Du this period, 2,454
were approved for conditional entry, 560
were rejected or otherwise closed, and there
were 2,222 applications pending on June 30,
1967.

The following reflects the activity in each
of the countries in which applicants were
examined during the period between January
1, 1967 and June 30, 1967:

Applications  Registrations Found quali-  Rejected or Pendin,
Country pel m%“ Total fied for condi-  otherwise  June 30,
Dec. 31,1 during period tioned entry closed
Austria 450 479 929 270 80 579
Belgi 40 27 &7 27 14 26
France 534 511 2,045 427 165 453
Germany. 284 505 789 n 129 383
Greece. 36 98 134 69 5 60
Ital 718 972 1,690 1,048 128 514
Lebanon 320 262 582 336 39 207
ot e 2,382 2,854 5,236 2,454 560 2,222

Established screening procedures resulted
in the rejection of 203 applicants during the
period, on the following grounds:

Ineligible 32
Becurity Grounds 86
Criminal Grounds 14
Medical Grounds 3
Immorality 2
Undesirability 12
Firmly Settled 53
Spouses and Children of above principals 51

Total 203

During the period from January 1, 1967

‘to June 30, 1967, 2,105 conditional entrants

arrived in the United States, as follows:

Country of visa chargeability (includes ac-
companying spouses and children)

Albania 40
Austria 5
Belgium 2
Bulgaria 129

1
China 2
Czechoslovakia 180
France )
Germany 2
Greece 4
Hu ¥ 190
Iraq 5
Italy 14
Lebanon 25
Palestine (Arab) 4
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Country of visa chargeability (includes ac-
companying spouses and children)—Con.

Poland 86
Rumania e 244
Southern Rhodesia 1
Spain - 1
Switzerland - — 3
Byrian Arab Republic .- ____ 13
56

______________________ 250
................ 38

________________ 83

=== 3,106

During the six-month period ending June
30, 1067, 452 aliens in the United States were
accorded permanent resident status pursuant
to the proviso to Section 203(a) (7).

In compliance with Section 203(f) of the
Act, detailed reports on allens who condi-
tionally entered the United States are at-
tached.

Sincerely,
RayMonD F. FARRELL,
Commissioner.

WASTEFUL PROCUREMENT PRAC-
TICES BY DEFENSE SUPPLY AGEN-
CIES

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for
1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. PIEE. Mr. Speaker, 2 weeks ago
1 made a speech on the floor of the House
citing five specific examples of wasteful
procurement practices by the Defense
Supply Agency. Somehow this has led to
the impression that they are the only
ones wasting the taxpayers’ money.
Heaven forbid, Mr. Speaker, heaven for-
bid. The Army is doing it. On December
27 last year, without even looking at the
manufacturer’s catalog, the ECOM—
Electronics Command—of the Army in
Philadelphia, Pa., bought 128 gear
clamps. The manufacturer said in his
catalog, which was up to date, that
these were worth $1.80 apiece. The Army
. paid $18.75 for them. And an item which
should have cost $230 cost $2,400.
On November 9, the same great purchas-
ing unit of the U.S. Army bought 110
little knurled thumb screws less than an
inch long. The manufacturer said they
were worth 65 cents, but by intelligent
quantity buying the Army got 110 of
them for $6.25 each.

The Navy gets this week’s prize. The
Navy Electrical Supply Office in Great
Lakes, Ill., on February 3, bought some
little insulated couplings which the man-
ufactured said in his catalog were worth
$2.75. By buying 30 of them the Navy
managed to get this $2.75 item for only
$67.50 each. And a total purchase which
should have cost $82.50 cost the Ameri-
can taxpayer $2,025.

The Air Force did better. In one pur-
chase they only paid three times the cat-
alog price. Out at Kelly Air Force Base
in San Antonio, on February 28 of this
year, they got 64 couplings which the
manufacturer said were worth $16.99
each. They paid $46.75 apiece for them,
and the total sale which should have
been $1,087 was $2,992. That is a real
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bargain. The Air Force does not always
do that well. At MecClellan Air Force
Base on April 20, they got some worm
gears worth $4.49 each. They paid 10
times that—$44.90 each—but they only
got six of them.

Mr. Speaker, the Comptroller General
of the United States, testifying before
Congressman PorTeER HarDY'’s subcom-
mittee last week, advised us that 98 per-
cent of all Department of Defense pro-
curement—some 14 million transactions
a year—involve amounts under $10,000.
These small purchases approximate al-
most $4 billion a year and apparently
no one anywhere is really auditing. While
the items I have enumerated involved
one contractor, they involve every single
purchasing agency in every single branch
of the service and in the Department of
Defense. This contractor had no difficulty
whatsoever in selling products to every
branch of our military establishment for
from three times to 50 times what the
products were worth because no one was
paying any attention.

I am absolutely appalled at the reac-
tion of the Department of Defense to
these disclosures. First, they said nothing
and they did nothing. After a week,
when I made a second speech and showed
some of the tiny items for which the
Government paid 50 times the contract
price, I got a reaction. In an official
Pentagon press release dated August 9,
1967, the Secretary of Defense said this:

I am delighted that Congressman Pike has
located some $2,000 worth of the hundreds
of millions of dollars of waste that I am
confident I can find—and wring out—of our
473 billion budget. Waste is bound to creep
in when an organization expands as rapidly
as this one has in the past year. The people
of the Department of Defense are looking

for such waste, and we welcome the help of
Mr. Pike.

Oddly enough, I did not get the feeling
that the Secretary was either delighted
with my disclosures or that he welcomed
my help. Remember, not in one of these
purchases did one of these agencies even
look at the manufacturer’s own catalog
prices. On the following day, August 10,
the Department of Defense, instead of
going after both the supplier and the
purchaser, defended this outrage. To any
reporter who called they said this:

In response to the initlal inquiry by the
Defense Construction Supply Center, the
manufacturer reported that while the items
are carried in the catalogue they are not
available from stock and must be manufac-
tured to order. The catalogue prices accord-
ing to the manufacturer’'s condition of sale
are subject to change without notice. The
contractor has stated the catalogue prices for
the items in question are obsolete and not
applicable today. He further stated that they
will vary with quantity and are quoted only
on request. In the cases cited, the Govern-
ment bought limited numbers of each item—
the largest quantity of any item bought was
40. To provide these small quantities, the
supplier reported that he had to incur start-
up costs for the limited fabrication of each
oIlthe items bought with resultant higher
prices.

A Pentagon spokesman said that the
higher prices “may be termed waste or
excessive payment when contrasted with
the same item in on-shelf supply but
must be paid when there is no satisfac-
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tory substitute that can be procured at a
less cost.”

First of all, not only did the purchas-
ing agents, who are wasting our money
by the millions, not look at the manu-
facturer’s catalog, but the massive
brain in the Pentagon which produced
that release never looked at the cata-
log either. I now read to you from page
16 of the current, and I repeat current,
manufacturer’s catalog:

Sterling, long a leader in the precision,
electro-mechanical component field, has
taken another step forward and has placed
at its customers’ disposal, a vast stock of
standard components which will fulfill every
requirement of the experimental, prototype
and production departments of your com-
pany.

Sterling standard components are preeci-
slon designed, engineered and manufactured
to make interchangeability a reality. Stand-
ard components are designed for quick and
economical assembly. No longer must the cost
of prototype work be prohibitive. With
Sterling standard components, your require-
ments are always “in stock.”

Sterling standard components, as listed In
gli ;:at.alog, are stock items, avallable “off the

elf.”

It does not matter whether the items
were in stock or out of stock. There are
no startup costs whatsoever. There
was a catalog and there was a cata-
log price and private manufacturers
all over the country were buying at the
catalog price while the Department of
Defense was making excuses for paying
50 times that amount. Furthermore,
although the fact is actually immaterial,
the General Accounting Office in its pre-
liminary investigation has determined
that the items investigated were actually
available in stock at the time of the Gov-
ernment’s purchases.

As an interesting footnote to this sorry,
sorry tale of cupidity on one side and
stupidity on the other, think about this:
At least through fiscal 1966, the De-
partment of Defense listed all sales of
under $2,500 as competitive sales. In
1966, just four major purchasing cen-
ters reported a total of $80 million of
procurement actions involving amounts
of $2,500, or less, and because of Defense
Department regulations claimed that
these were competitive, The Department
of Deiense in its well-publicized cost re-
duction program applied a factor of 25
percent to all of its sales under $2,500
and said that they had saved 25 percent
of the sale price because it was competi-
tive.

In other words, in the items which I
have set forth here, if the Government
had paid the catalog purchase price
they would have “saved” 25 percent of
the catalog price. By paying 50 times
the catalog price they were able to
report to Congress that they had “saved”
50 times as much. Yesterday, Mr. Speak-
er, 2 weeks after my initial speech
on this sorry situation, the Department
of Defense reluctantly put out a release
admitting that it was “possible” that one
contractor had substantially overcharged
the Government. The Department of De-
fense in manly manner put all of the
blame on the contractor. It utterly ig-
nored the fact that it takes two to
tango. It utterly ignored the fact that
the Army purchasing agents unquestion-
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ingly paid many times the contractor’s
own catalog prices. It utterly ignored
the fact that the Navy purchasing agents
unquestioningly paid many times the
contractor’s catalog prices. It utterly
ignored the fact that the Air Force pur-
chasing agents unquestioningly paid
many times the manufacturer’s cata-
log prices. It ignored the fact that the
Defense Supply Agency, that paragon of
efficiency set up to proteet us from the
inefficiencies of the Army, the Navy, and
the Air Force in purchasing, unquestion-
ingly paid up to 50 times the manufac-
turer’s own catalog prices. It utterly
ienored the fact that the Department of
Defense defended the practice because
it, too, never bothered to look at the
manufacturer’s catalog.

I am happy to be able to report that
both the chairman of the House Armed
Services Committee, the Honorable L.
MenpEL Rivers, of South Carolina, and
the chairman of the Armed Services
Special Investigations Subcommittee,
the Honorable PorTErR HarDY, of Virginia,
have shown a far greater interest in
getting to the bottom of the situation
and investigating not simply one con-
tractor, but the entire procurement
practices of the Department of Defense
than has the Department itself.

THE OIL DEPLETION ALLOWANCE

Mr. JOELSON, Mr., Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
Jersey?

There was no objection.

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Speaker, I have in-
troduced a bill today to amend the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 to eliminate
the percentage depletion method for de-
termining the deduction for depletion of
oil and gas wells.

The oil depletion allowance, as it is
commonly known, deprives the Govern-
ment of up to $1.5 billion a year in tax
resources. At a time when Congress is
being asked to approve a 10-percent sur-
tax because of the huge national expend-
itures, we should be exploring means to
close many of the tax loopholes and gim-
micks which give preferential treatment
to persons and corporations which need
it the least.

Mr. Speaker, the Democratic Party
platform of 1960 pledged to close such
loopholes “by which certain privileged
groups legally escape their fair share of
taxation.” The percentage depletion for
oil and gas wells is certainly such a loop-
hole, as the platform noted.

I do not propose merely to reduce the
allowance. Major oil companies would
still benefit tremendously, Taxation
figures from 1965 showed that 20 major
oil companies paid corporate taxes at a
rate of 6.3 percent, while most American
businesses paid the usual Federal corpo-
rate rate of 48 percent. In addition, the
20 largest oil firms together paid taxes
totaling less than 23 percent of the
largest's income for 1 year.

Some large companies paid no taxes at
all. Others even received tax refunds—
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while making a profit and paying no
taxes at all. Under such conditions, a re-
duetion in the depletion allowance would
only alleviate the situation—but it would
i::ot provide a final solution to the prob-
em,

Mr. Speaker, I reject the idea that
such incentives are necessary to the fiscal
health of the oil and gas companies.
Studies have shown that two-thirds of
the depletion allowances are claimed by
firms with assets of $250 million or more.
Smaller companies are often not affected
by the law since many drilling projects
are too risky for them to undertake in the
first place.

Furthermore, I specifically object fo
the fact that there is no limit on the
amount of reinvested receipts which can
be claimed. Yet most companies can write
off between 75 and 90 percent of all costs
in 1 year.

PASSING OF GEORGE W. PATRICK,
JR., SUPERINTENDENT OF THE
GRIFFIN-SPALDING COUNTY, GA.,
SCHOOL SYSTEM

Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for
1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. FLYNT. Mr, Speaker, Mr. George
W. Patrick, Jr., superintendent of the
Griffin-Spalding County, Ga., school
system died this morning at approxi-
mately 3 o’clock.

George Patrick’s untimely death at the
age of 49 removes from our community
and our State an outstanding educator
and one of our finest citizens.

He was totally dedicated to the cause
of education and to the development and
upbuilding of our entire community with
special emphasis upon our human re-
sources. During critical times he has
guided and directed our school system
with good judgment, understanding, and
clear thinking. Under times and condi-
tions of stress and strain he met crisis
after crisis with resolution.

George Patrick was a man of tremen-
dous ability and courage.

He has been a part of the Griffin-
Spalding County school system all of
his life. His father served as a member
and chairman of the Board of Educa-
tion of Spalding County. He received his
elementary and high school education
in Spalding County, and he and I were in
the first group of students enrolled in the
Spalding County High School when it
was established. He later served as prin-
cipal of the Spalding Junior High School
and from that position became assistant
superintendent of the Grifin-Spalding
County school system. In 1964 he was
elected superintendent and served in this
capacity until today.

The son of George W. Patrick and

-Hildred Bell Patrick, he was born on

November 4, 1917. His family has always
been prominent in the educational, reli-
glous, civic, and community life of Spald-
ing County and middle Georgia. He is

" survived by his wife, Mrs. Grace McBride

Patrick and a son, George W., III, and
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a daughter, Pamela; and three brothers,
Thomas B., Marion, and Perry; and a
sister, Mrs, Robert W. Burke.

Our State and country have suffered
the loss of one of our leading citizens,
and I have lost a devoted personal
friend.

Mrs. Flynt and our children join me
in extending our condolence and heart-
felt sympathy to Mrs. Patrick and her
family.

ELECTIONS IN SOUTH VIETNAM

Mr. HICKS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for
1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Washington ?

There was no objection.

Mr. HICKS. Mr. Speaker, I am deeply
disturbed by recent developments in
South Vietnam. We are confronted by
an apparent willingness on the part of
the South Vietnamese leaders to let the
United States fight their war, and by an
unwillingness on the part of the military
government to permit the development
of a popular, representative government.
These two factors, furthermore, are inex-
tricably entwined, for a government that
does not inspire the loyalty of the people
cannot inspire the enthusiasm of the
people in its defense against aggression.

The Vietnamese junta approves the
call for more American troops, but its
members do not bring to bear all of their
own will and resources. I am dismayed
by the precipitous rise of late in Amer-
ican casualties, at times even exceeding
the Vetnamese losses, And I am disturbed
by the reports of extremely low morale
among the South Vietnamese troops,
which must be attributed largley to lack
of motivation. Do they really have in
view anything worth fighting for? The
Vietcong and North Vietnamese troops
do not appear to lack motivation. As a
letter I received recently asked, Why do
their Vietnamese fight better than our
Vietnamese? I cannot answer that in-
quiry to even my own satisfaction.

If the South Vietnamese are to achieve
success, even without help, in their fight
to secure freedom, the loyalties of the
people must be engaged. We are now ap-
proaching the presidential election in
Vietnam, If properly conducted it could
be a great motivating force by establish-
mg a popular government that would

the necessary reforms. Unfor-
t.unately. however, the military rulers
have strongly suggested in the past sev-
eral months that they do not intend to
be defeated in the election, and appear
to be using their power of position to see
that they have exceptional advantages
over the other candidates. In addition,
they have indicated that they will do all
they can to retain real, if not titular
power, regardless of the outcome of the
election.

A cynical attitude on the part of the
men who should be providing the leader-
ship South Vietnam so desperately needs
bodes ill for the success of the struggle
in Vietnam. In the past week, Premier
Ky and President Thieu have offered evi-
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dence that they will behave more suit-
ably, and I hope their words will be
borne out by deeds.

Their behavior at this time is of eriti-
cal importance to the United States. As
I understand it, our involvement in
Vietnam is predicated solely on the com-
mitment to insure that the South Viet-
namese shall be able to choose for them-
selves. That is why we are trying to keep
Hanoi from imposing a government. But
if the military leaders refuse to permit a
choice and themselves impose a govern-
ment, there seems little difference in
principle between the two alternatives,
and little to justify our vast efforts.

I feel that it must be made clear to
the present South Vietnamese military
government that we consider as free and

air election as is possible under the
circumstances to lie at the heart of our
common cause, and that if they will not
lend themselves wholeheartedly to ifs
achievement and abide by the results,
the U.S. Government may rethink its
entire Vietnam policy. Nor do I mean to
suggest that we use this possibility as an
idle threat, for if the South Vietnamese
junta is intractable and does not present
proof of its commitment to the develop-
ment of free, representative institutions,
then, I believe, full reconsideration will
be necessary.

I believe the South Vietnamese people
wish to gain their liberty, and I support
our efforts to assist them. But if they are
thwarted by a government which does
not respect the people’s wishes, and does
not make a strenuous attempt to partici-
pate fully in the struggle, it seems that
our efforts, however great, may be all
in vain.

ATTACKS ON SOUTH VIETNAM
ELECTIONS UNJUSTIFIED

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my
remarks, and to include extraneous
maftter,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day I strongly criticized those who have
questioned the validity of the forth-
coming elections on September 3 in South
Vietnam, and said that such continued
attacks in these elections could only pro-
long our participation in that war.

It is a source of great comfort to me
to have seen in this morning’s press that
some of the most distinguished American
journalists share my view.

The highly respected team of Evans
and Novak, in a column titled “Debunk-
ing the Vote Fraud,” extensively quoted
a telegram from Ambassador Ellsworth
Bunker who methodically knocked down
one charge after another that the mili-
tary government running South Vietnam
has systematically subverted the elec-
toral process.

1 shall include the column at the con-
clusion of my remarks, but it is impor-
tant to note that Ambassador Bunker
said some critics of the elections expect
a standard of conduct in the Vietnam
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elections that even an election in the
United States could not meet.

Mr, Roscoe Drummond said the critics
of the Vietnam elections in the other
body are throwing away balance and per-
spective in maligning the South Vietnam
elections before the voting.

I shall include his column also in my
remarks.

Mr. William S. White said of these ir-
responsible attacks on the forthcoming
elections:

Never before in so somber an issue have so
few pre]udged the vital efforts of s0 many.
The new Isolationists have already predeter-
mined the case and not all the factual in-
formation patiently supplied by Americans
on the ground in South Vietnam, including
Ambassador Ellsworth Bunker, makes the
slightest difference.

Mr. White’s column shall also appear
at the end of my remarks.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, Mr. Lee Lescaze,
writing a news analysis from Saigon for
the Washington Post foreign service,
wrote about efforts of the 11 candidates
to discredit the forthcoming elections
and added:

It is unclear why they have chosen this
course. Since the initlal reports of the U.S.
congressional protest reached BSalgon last
week, the civilians have seemed to be “using
the United States as their umbrella,” in the
words of one official.

He added:

For whatever reason, there has been no
civilian who has made an effort to reach the
people despite whatever obstacles may exist.
No civilian has gained stature since the cam=-
paign opened, although many in Salgon agree
with their complaints against the Govern-
ment.

“If one of the candidates,” an observer
said recently, “had started walking from
Dangha to Quangtri after their plane landed
there, if he had made 1t by foot or any means,
to talk to the people, he would have been a
hero. The campaign so far has produced no
heroes.”

Mr. Speaker, no American has made a
more sincere and determined effort to
bring this war to a successful conclusion
than President Johnson.

But the President quite properly be-
lieves the first step toward American dis-
engagement in Vietnam is the election of
a constitutional government.

We must help President Johnson in
this goal, and I hope we have heard the
last from the cynics in the other body
who try to muddle the waters by de-
nouncing the forthcoming elections in
South Vietnam.

The columns which I referred to fol-
low:

UnrFAIR CoMPARISON : VIET CrrITIcS IGNORE U.S.
Favovrrs
(By Roscoe Drummond)

The Senate critics of the Vietnam war are
throwing away balance and perspective in
maligning the South Vietnamese election be-
fore the voting.

A year ago most of them were saying that
Vietnam had so little experlence and tradi-
tion in democratic ways that it couldn’t even
elect a Constituent Assembly to draft a con-
stitution and even if a constitution was writ-
ten the generals would never accept it.

They were all wrong—all the way.

Now the U.S. critics are complaining, be-
cause they see some signs that South Viet-
nam is not likely to hold a perfect election,
that there is fumbling in the campaign and
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maybe flaws and shortcomings in the voting
procedures.

Wouldn’t it be more fair, more wise, and
more mature for the critics to measure the
Vietnamese election not against some stand-
ard of theoretical perfection but against the
flaws and shortcomings of actual American
political practices?

When you look at it that way, you get
quite a different picture. For example:

Press coverage—Peter Braestrup of the New
York Times reports from Saigon: “There have
been a few complaints of a ‘one-party press'
gince the censorship was lifted.” But the
woes of the one-party press constituted a
central theme of Adlal Stevenson’s presi-
dential campaign in 1952 and his complaints
had substance.

Radio coverage—Vietnamese editors and
even anti-Ky politicians frankly say that
“balance has been maintained by the gov-
ernment-run media.” The minority party
spokesmen in the United States—usually the
Republicans—have complained scores of
times that the networks treat them unfairly
and give all the breaks to the President. In
Paris last week was anyone given equal time
on TV to reply to General de Gaulle?

The ubiguitous Ey—A fair complaint is
being made that Premier Ky iz taking ad-
vantage of his position to put in “non-
political” appearances at public gatherings
where he can get the best political effect.
But what happens in the United States? How
many public works does a President dedicate
in a campaign year? And in 1944 when FDR
said he wouldn't campaign because of the
war, he always took plenty of reporters along
when he took his “non-political, military in-
spection trips.”

The Quangtrl incldent—Some 9000 miles
from the scene, there are U.S. politiclans who
wring their hands on reading the news that
the generals deliberately messed up the open-
ing campaign of the civilian candidates and
instantly began to talk about “fraud” and
“farce.” Here is the corrective report of Times
reporter R. W. Apple Jr. on the spot: “None
of the outsiders present at Quangtrl City,
when the civilian candidates arrived to find
no welcoming party, believes that the govern-
ment conspired to embarrass or discredit the
civilians.”

It is true that the competing South Viet-
namese candidates are accusing each other of
many things, but does that make the accu-
sations true or justify smearing the elec-
tions? Haven't the Senate critics ever heard
of “campaign oratory” in U.S. elections which
is not to be taken at face value?

Some Americans seem to be horrified that
the Vietnamese people may elect a general
as president of Vietnam while the nation
is at war. But haven't the Amercian people
quite a few times elected a general as Presi-
dent of the United States even in time of
peace?

PREJUDGING THE VOTE: DRIVE AIMS AT
BrearTIsAN U.S. PoLIcY

(By William S, White)

The supreme effort to force the United
States out of Vietnam has now been opened
by the outright peacenik and the yes-but
blocs in the Senate.

The counter-offensive has been signaled,
not by coineidence, at a moment when Presi-
dent Johnson is falling in the popularity

1ls.
po’I‘he underlying assumption clearly is that
now that the President is in trouble at home
this is the time to destroy the bipartisan
policy of determined military resistance to
the Communist invasion of South Vietnam.

The J. William Pulbrights, the Robert Een-
nedys and other Democrats of the New Iso-
lationism, joined here and there by such Re-
publican ex-hawks as Jacob Javits of New
York, are basing their new strategy on the
inevitable internal difficulties of South Viet-
nam itself.
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They are using the argument that if the
forthcoming national elections in South
Vietnam are to be corrupt there will be no
regime worth this country’s continued ef-
forts to defend. They are proceeding from
this proposition to a conclusion that these
elections, though not yet held, must neces-
sarily be corrupt and thus that the United
States will have to withdraw under one sort
of alibi or another.

Never before In so somber an issue have
80 Tew prejudged the vital efforts of so many.
The New Isolationists have already predeter-
mined the case and not all the factual in-
formation patlently supplied by Americans
on the ground in South Vietnam, including
Ambassador Ellsworth Bunker, makes the
slightest difference.

Bunker has reported over and over that
charges by the civilian candidates that the
present heads of South Vietnam, Gens. Thieu
and Ky, are loading the electoral dice have
oo foundation.

Our more loudly suspicious Senators are
in actuality demanding of South Vietnam
& perfectionism in “clean" elections that has
never been found in the United States itself.

The realities as stated by Ambassador
Bunker, an honorable Republican in his T0s
who has no political ambition and no con-
ceilvable motive to mislead his own Gov-
ernment are these:

There is freedom of expression in the South
Vietnamese press. All presidential candidates,
including, of course, the civilians, are being
glven money for thelr campaigns by the
present supposedly evil military government
and are being furnished transportation by
that government, along with free time on
radio and television.

The complaints of *“unfairness” from
among the civillan candidates amount to the
perfectly normal campaign outcry of any
outs agalnst any ins. Indeed, the real and
central complaint is that the incumbents
have the inherent advantage of already hold-
ing office—an advantage of which the EKen-
nedys, the Fulbrights, the Javitses and so
on are happy to avail themselves in this
country at election time.

These are the facts. But the New Isola-
tionists have long since abandoned any no-
tion that facts are to be respected unless
they support their own tireless campaign to
repudiate the pledges of three American
Presidents to the people of South Vietnam.

DesuNKING THE VoTE FRAUD
(By Rowland Evans and Robert Novak)

The vital importance to the Johnson Ad-
ministration of a reasonably clean election
in Vietnam was underscored last weekend
in a confidential cable from Ambassador
Ellsworth Bunker.

Deeply worried by the clamor in Congress
over alleged irregularities in the campaign
for President, Bunker methodically knocked
down one charge after another that the
military junta running South Vietnam has
systematically subverted the electoral
process.

But while rebutting most charges, Bunker
(who also was chief U.S, pollwatcher at the
successful 1966 presidential election in the
Dominican Republic) had words of caution.

Some critics, he told the President, expect
a standard of conduct in the Vietnamese elec-
tion that even an election in the United
States could not meet.

For example, he cited complaints that the
military’s candidates for President and Vice
President—Gen. Nguyen Van Thieu and Air
Marshal Nguyen Cao Ky—should have re-
signed their present positions in the govern-
ment before the presidential campaign be-
gan. Not so, sald Bunker, adding:

“The President and the Vice President of
the United States do not resign to run for
reelection.”

Bunker dealt with the most publicized
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charges of intimidation by the junta against
the 10 civilian tickets running against Thieu
and Ky. The charge: when these civilian
candidates arrived by air for a scheduled
campaign appearance in Quangtri city, in
northern South Vietnam, their plane was
arbitrarily deflected to the small town of
Dongha. Finding no reception committee or
transportation, they angrily left and ac-
cused the regime of deliberate sabotage. Said
Bunker in his cable to the White House:

“A strong crosswind (at Quangtri) con-
vinced the pilot that a landing would be
dangerous. He went to the nearest fleld (at
Dongha) nine miles away. No one was pres-
ent to meet the candidates. A convoy sent
from Qangtri arrived 15 minutes after they
had left.”

According to Bunker, the sensational in-
cident was a combination of bad weather
and poor planning, “combined with impa-
tience and suspicion on the part of the
(civillan) candidates.”

Although Bunker did not again refer to
this “suspicion” of the ecivilian candidates,
that aspect of the presidential race in Viet-
nam is worrying the Johnson Administra-
tion perhaps more than anything else.

They are worried less about proof of cam-
paign discrimination and sabotage turning
up before the Sept. 3 vote. What really con-
cerns the White House is the prospect that if
the Thieu-Ky ticket wins, as everyone as-
sumes, defeated civillan candidates will then
charge a vote steal and blacken the creden-
tials of the new government,

How dangerous this could become for the
Johnson Administration was hinted at in the
U.S. Senate last Friday, Two Administration
Democrats—Sen. Stuart Symington of Mis-
sourl and Sen. John Pastore of Rhode Is-
land—indicated their continued support of
the U.S. commitment in Vietnam would de-
pend on whether the election was clean or
fraudulent.

Thus the Administration is now making
an all-out effort to convince American poli-
ticilans the election will be reasonably un-
tainted. U.S. leaders have been pointing
toward the election for more than a year as
proof that South Vietnam is learning to gov-
ern itself and has advanced far enough to
trust the will of the people.

If the defeated candidates in the Sept. 8
election charge wholesale fraud and corrup-
tion, the enormous political investment that
the Johnson Administration has made in the
election could be wiped out overnight. And
that would further erode the waning sup-
port that Mr. Johnson now has for his Viet-
nam policy.

Considering this backdrop, Bunker’s cable
has deep significance. Nobody has a better
reputation for integrity than senlor diplomat
Bunker to judge whether the Sept. 3 elec-
tion is reasonably free and fair. Consequently,
his strongly-worded message to the President
wes taken at the White House very seriously
as evidence that the charges of corruption
have been exaggerated.

In Bunker’s words, it is grossly unfair to
judge the Vietnam election campaign
“against a standard of perfection which does
not prevail even in the United States and
which cannot reasonably be expected any-
where, particularly in a nation at war
without democratic experience and tradi-
tions.”

Vierwam ErLection: HONESTY'S THE ISSUE

(By Lee Lescaze)

Sareon, August 15.—Since the initial cam-
paign attempt of South Vietnam's presiden-
tial candidates ended in confusion nine days
ago, the speeches and private statements of
all candidates have centered on one issue—
will the election be fair?

At his press conference this morning, Tran
Van Huong, the most respected civilian can-
didate, threatened to withdraw from the race
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if the government does not stop what he calls
widespread misuse of power on behalf of the
military ticket of generals Thieu and Ky.

Withdrawal is the final weapon available
to the civilian candidates. They are fully
aware of the United States’' interest in the
campaign and have been pleased by the pro-
tests of U.S. legislators over events following
the Aug. 6 incident in which the candidates
were dropped off five miles from their audi-
ence at Quangtri,

The civilians are well aware that if Huong
and others withdrew, Thieu and Ky would
gain little stature from winning an election
they haye always been favored to win under
any conditions.

A withdrawal only by Huong, the candi-
date who figures to run second to the military
ticket, would strip the election result of much
of its meaning.

Like supporters of a football team that has
lost & game while one of its players was in-
jured, many Vietnamese would be prepared
to argue that the result would be different if
the contest were held a second time.

But Huong carefully refused to be pinned
down as to the circumstances under which
he would withdraw.

Having made his threat Huong seems con-
tent to go along with the present campaign
arrangements. He said he will go to Bienhoa
15 miles from Saigon Wednesday for the be-
lated start of the civilian candidates’ pro-
vincial campaign tour.

Even if Huong, and the several other can-
didates who would probably imitate his with-
drawal, stay in the race, they have succeeded
in seriously discrediting the elections and
possibly laying the ground for post-election
protests assuming the military ticket wins.

“To prove the election is honest now,"” one
observer sald today, “Thieu and Ky would
have to lose it.”

No accurate assessment of how much pres-
sure Thieu and Ky have applied through
their agents and police in the provinces will
ever be made. It is undeniable that such
pressure exists in several places, but it takes
various forms and it is difficult to document.

FOREGONE RESULT

Few independent observers have doubted
that Thieu and Ky would win the election.
It has been taken for granted that there
would be some amount of pressure on voters
and that the generals would win many votes
from the armed forces, civil servants and
from people who have seen only misfortune
follow a change of government in Salgon,

By concentrating their campaign speeches
on attacks against Thieu and Ky, the civilian
candidates have enlarged the already con-
siderable number of people in Saigon who
were never prepared to accept a Thieu-Ky
victory as legitimately won.

They have also damaged whatever chances
the election had of being viewed as honest
by the rest of the world, and have caused
considerable controversy in Washington.

“UMBRELLA"

It is unclear why they have chosen this
course. Since the initial reports of U.S. con-
gressional protest reached Salgon last week,
the civilians have seemed to be “using the
United States as thelr umbrella,” in the
words of one official.

The civillans are unfamillar with the
American mission here, let alone with the
temper in Washington, and they may have
expected that the United States would listen
to their protests and rush to their support.

But the civilians, although they have been
spoken of as a group throughout the last
week, have remained united only in their
criticism of the government. They have often
been unable to agree among themselves on
campaign procedure and certainly do not
agree in their platforms.

For some, like lawyer Truong Dinh Dzu,
dentist Hoang Co Binh and physican Pham
Huy Co, the campaign has been an opportu-
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nity to make speeches, to be followed by re-
porters, to be important.

The two senior candidates, Huong and
Phan Khac Suu, both in their 60s, have often
referred recently to their dignity. Huong, in
particular, has stressed that the government
has not treated him with courtesy.

For whatever reason, there has been no
civillan who has made an effort to reach the
people despite whatever obstacles may exist.
No civilian has galned stature since the cam-
paign opened, although many in Salgon
agree with their complaints against the gov-
ernment.

“If one of the candidates,” an observer
sald recently, “had started walking from
Dongha to Quangtri after thelr plane landed
there, if he had made it by foot or any
means to talk to the people, he would have
been a hero.”

The campaign so far has produced no

WASTE IN POVERTY PROGRAM

Mr., CARTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Kentucky?

There was no objection.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, as evidence
of terrific waste in the poverty program,
I submit the following report of an inves-
tigation made by the General Accounting
Office on a building constructed in Leslie
County, Ky., by an Office of Economic
Opportunity grant, the total cost of
which was approximately $65,000. Ac-
cording to my information, the contrac-
tor, the B. J. Equipment Co., of Athens,
Ohio, retained ownership of the building.

As it happens, I have visited this build-
ing and have inspected it carefully. It is
my opinion that it could have been built
for $12,000 or less. Therefore, it would
seem that the contractor made a tre-
mendous profit on the erection of the
building, possibly as much as $50,000.
Upon completion of the construction of
the building, it is reported that the lo-
cal county poverty agency, with OEO ap-
proval, rented the building from the
contractor at a rental of $97 per day,
over $35,000 per year, which was also
paid for out of OEO funds.

Waste such as this, Mr. Speaker, in
which OEO money does not filter down
to the poor, was one of the many reasons
why 52 percent of my constituents in

, in a recent questionnaire,
voted against continuation of the poverty
program.

The article follows:

[From the Courier-Journal & Times, Aug.
13, 1967]
RENTAL OF $97 A DAY ¥or CLINIC IN LESLIE HIT
BY U.S. AGENCY
(By William Greider)

WasainGTON.—The General Accounting
Office (GAO), Congress independent investi-
gator, has concluded that an anti-poverty
project in Leslle County, Kentucky, paid
$97-a-day rent to house its medical clinic
when it could have pald about $12.

The GAO report, released yesterday by 5th
Dist. Rep. Tim Lee Carter, who requested the
investigation, said “questionable manage-
ment decisions” were made when officials de-
cided to pay $33,000 in annual rent so a con-
tractor would construct a new portable build-
ing for the clinic in Hyden, Ky.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Investigators reported that they found an-
other suitable building in the town of 350
which was avallable for rental at about
$4,320 when the project started two years
ago. The existing building was not so con-
veniently located but would have offered
more space, the report said.

‘“We believe that in a community the size
of Hyden a reasonable effort to locate avall-
able space would have disclosed that the Mel-
ton Building was available and consequently
a less costly facility would have been ob-
tained,” the report concluded.

The investigators blamed officlals at the
local, state, and federal levels for sloppy man-
agement procedures and sald the rush to get
the project under way In late 1965 led to the
waste.

The $97-a-day rent was revealed in a
Courier-Journal story in April 1965.

Rep. Carter sald that early this year he
asked the GAO to check out the charges of
waste on the Leslle County project. He also
has the agency checking out accusations
against several community-action agencies
in his Eastern Eentucky district.

“I support the idea of helping the poor,"”
Carter said, “but, in s0 many cases the
money isn't doing what it's supposed to do.”

OTHER PROBES NOT REVEALED

In the Leslle County program, he said
“inadequate planning has caused much
money to be wasted when it would have
been better used if it had filtered down
to the poor people themselves."”

Carter would not reveal where the other
GAO investigations are under way, but he
sald: “This program in Eastern Kentucky
has been plagued by being run by people
from outside the 5th District and outside
Eentucky and they have received a large
part of the money."”

The congressman said he intends to vote
for the anti-poverty legislation when it
comes before the House but he wants to see
it improved by amendments.

The GAO report sald local officials were
under the impression they had to contract
with an Athens, Ohio, firm, B. J. Equipment,
for a portable building in order to get a
guick start on the program.

As It turned out, the new bullding was not
ready for six months and the health clinic
was started in other guarters at the county
Health Department and at an unoccupied
Presbyterian manse, the report noted.

The clinic moved to the new building in
the spring of 1966 and paid the high rent
until the lease expired last December, The
clinie is still located in the building but the
contractor and the local anti-poverty agency
have not been able to agree on a new rental
scale.

The GAO said the contractor insists that
he lost money on the transaction and wants
a rent of $828 a month or about $27 per day.
The Leslie County Development Corp., which
operates the program, has insisted on a rate
of $350 a month with an option to buy the
building for $12,000.

The investigators traced a tangled series of
misunderstandings and oversights at the
local agency, the state Health Department
and the U.S. Office of Economic Opportunity
which led to the contract dispute.

NO COMPETITIVE BIDS TAKEN

As an aslde, the GAO noted that the local
group arranged to rent additional space at
the manse and acquired three surplus trail-
ers from the General Bervices Administra-
tlon, but did not appear to be making full
use of either the house or the trailers when
investigators checked there in March.

On the gquestion of the partable building,
the report sald no competitive bids were
taken on the project but two contractors in
Louisville and another in Illinois would have
been capable of handling the project. These
three bullders cited cost estimates of $8 to
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$10 per square foot while the Ohlo contrac-
tor's cost was $20.

“Procurement on a noncompetitive basis
may be attractive because it is simpler and
more expedient,” the report said. “But we
believe that this form of procurement gen-
erally results in higher prices, fosters and
subsidizes inefficient and wuneconomical
practices in contractors, and wvioclates the
general principle that the maximum number
of bidders practicable should have the op-
portunity to compete for the business in gov-
ernment-financed projects.”

WHO IS BEHIND ANTI-SEMITISM IN
AMERICA

Mr, ZION. Mr, Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. Tarr] may extend his re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. Speaker, reference has
already been made by the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. AnpErson], to an
alarming article that has appeared in
the newspapers. The article reports anti-
Semitic attacks leveled by the Student
Non-Violent Coordinating Committee.

I was shocked by the allegations, and
request that the article be printed for
those who may have missed it:

JEWS EXPLOIT NEGROES, ARABS, SNCC CHARGES
(By Jack Nelson)

ATLANTA, August 14—The Student Non-
violent Coordinating Committee, which was
supported by many Jews when it functioned
as a civil rights organization, has assailed
Zionism and accused Israelis of committing
atrocities against Arabs.

A two-page article on “the Palestine Prob-
lem” in the current issue of SNCC's bi-
monthly newsletter criticizes Jewlsh Amer-
icans as well as Israelis.

It links SNCC’s Black Nationalist policies
with the Arabs’ plight, and both to a world-
wide struggle of colored peoples against
whites, It refers to “the Third World—Africa,
Asla, Latin America, American Indians and
all persons of African descent.”

Photographs similar to those used by the
Eu Elux Klan in its anti-Semitic attacks
depict alleged Zionist atrocities. One which
shows figures stooping with guns aimed at
their backs, is captioned: "“Gaza massacres,
1956. Zionists lined up Arab victims and shot
them in the back in cold blood. This is the
Gaza Strlp, Palestine, not Dachau . . .

The article accused the U.S. Government
of working with Zionist groups “to support
Israel so that America may have a toehold in
that strategic Middle East location, thereby
helping white America to control and exploit
the rich oil deposits of the Arab nations.”

Irwin Shulman, southern director of the
Antidefamation League of B'nai B'rith, sald
today SNCC statements “follow the Arab and
Soviet line so closely that it is almost incon-
celvable for anyone to believe them to be
representative of any segment of American
society. The extreme racismn throughout is
illustrative of SNCC's seeming philosophy
that anything white is bad and that all that
is nonwhite is good.”

“While legitimate civil rights organiza-
tions are doing all in their power to remain
free from anti-Semitism.,” Shulman said,
the SNCC article and drawings leave no doubt
as to a negative attitude and stereotypes of
Jews. And this from an organization which
has leaned heavily on the name of Andrew
Goodman over the past few years.”

(Goodman, a Jew, was one of three civil
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rights workers murdered in Neshoba county,
Miss., during SNCC’s 1964 summer activities.
BNCC has frequently used his name as a
martyr in soliciting for funds.)

Ralph Featherstone, SNCC program di-
rector, sald “some might interpret what we
say as anti-Semitic, but they can't deny
that it is the Jews who are doing the ex-
ploiting of black people in the ghettos.”

“They own the little corner groceries that
gouge our people in the ghettos,” he sald,
“and there is a parallel between thls and the
oppression of Arabs by the Israelis.”

Featherstone acknowledged that the source
of some of SNCC's material was Arab em-
bassies.

Just what the implications of this
position might be is something on which
Congress and the Nation should ponder.

EX-NAVY PILOT CHARGES WASTE-
FUL BOMEING IN VIETNAM

Mr., ZION. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. CEpERBERG] may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and inelude extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Indiana? .

There was no objection.

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr, Speaker, star-
tling charges concerning wasteful bomb-
ing expeditions by U.S. Navy pilots are
made in a copyrighted article which ap-
peared last night in my hometown news-
paper, the Bay City Times.

These allegations are very serious and
I am asking the Armed Services Com-
mittee to investigate. I feel Mr. Alex
Waier, author of the charges, should be
given an opportunity to reveal his facts
to this committee.

Our success in Vietnam should be based
on effectiveness of our bombing sorties
and not how many sorties are recorded.

The article to which I refer follows,
and I hope my colleagues will give it
their serious consideration:

P1LoTs LivEs WASTED
(By David Miller, Howard Eohn and
Earen Meyers)

MipLAND.—AN ex-Navy pllot says he and
his squadron mates dropped their bombs in
the seas off North Vietnam on useless “mis-
slons” ordered by commanders trying to
amass combat records.

“About a third of our ordnance was
dumped in the water and that’s a conserva-
tive estimate,” says Alex Waler, 32, a sys-
tems analyst at Dow Chemical Co.

“We'd drop our bombs in a foggy area
without the slightest idea if anything was
there. We used to joke about it. We called
them ‘tree strikes.'™

Until last February, Waler was an A-1
Skyraider pilot flying from the deck of the
carrier Ticonderoga.

A nine-year Navy veteran, Waler charges
lives and planes are being lost because of a
premium placed on intra-service rivalry.

“The one that gripes the pilots most is
when we were told that we were to beat the
other carriers’ records on numbers of
sorties,

“It was common knowledge all the time I
was aboard. One time our squadron com-
mander actually got us in the wardroom and
told us pointblank, ‘we're out to beat the
record of the (carrier) Enterprise.’ "

Waler says pilots responded to this pres-
sure by expending huge amounts of bombs
and rockets on little more than Vietnamese
scenery.
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He adds most of the pllots he knows are
getting out of the services. Of the 256 men
in his squadron, 21 had announced their in-
tention to resign when Waler left the
Ticonderoga.

“We weren't supposed to go on a hop with-
out & minimum ceiling of 5,000 feet and five-
mile visibility,” he continues. “Sometimes we
knew the weather was bad. We even had
weather planes up. But we launched aircraft
anyway.

“Then we’d zip up and down the coast
and unload, or dump them in the water.
That way the carrier would get credit for a
sortie.”

Waler charges his own roommate on the
Ticonderoga was shot down on one of these
meaningless missions.

Waler says Vietnam is split into bombing
zones and the U.S. Alr Force “has South
Vietnam.” The areas of responsibility some-
times reduced combat effectiveness, he adds.

“One day we saw a group of trucks run-
ning (between the zones). We had planes
looking at them and we couldn’t bomb. That
was Air Force territory.”

Except for the Hanoi and Haiphong areas,
parts of which are bombing sanctuaries, there
are few targets of value in North Vietnam,
he claims.

“A'lot of pilots objected risking their necks
to drop a $2,000 bomb on a little bridge
they'd put back together during the night.

“There were times pllots would bomb the
same rallroad car 15 times in a month. Each
time the bomb assessment was ‘target de-
stroyed.’ "

‘Waler says “cratering” a road was also
counted as a successful n because
pilots had nothing else to bomb and couldn't
return with live ordnance.

“This was even encouraged by the senior
officers on the ship,” he adds. “They didn't
like to hear you didn't drop them on any-
thing.

“Flight after flight dropped bombs on tar-
gets that had been hit over and over again.
And most of the squadron commanders didn't
have the guts to speak out against it.”

Waler charges resignations of younger
pliots have allowed “medioecrity" to creep into
command.

For debriefing purposes, he says, pilots
would put down “suspected radar site” when
pressed by knowing but agreeable intelli-
gence officers. These bombs usually struck
nothing but the heavy green follage of the
Vietnam countryside, Waler adds.

Waler, who flew more than 100 missions
over Vietnam, says commanders also almost
totally ignored the “lay down,” or rest order
every elghth day in their eagerness to compile
sorties records.

“Junior officers don't get to talk to re-
porters,” he says. “We had newsmen on board,
but we were told not to tell newspapermen
anything.

“If a reporter wanted to talk to a pilot, he
was usually steered to the squadron execu-
tive officer and maybe his wingman. And, of
course, they could take disciplinary action
against you if you did talk.”

Waier says he “went to Vietnam as a
hawk,” but that “no pllot really thinks we're
in Vietnam to save democracy for the South
Vietnamese.

“Most think it's a staging area in case of
war with Red China.”

He adds this lack of candor also embitters
pilots. He says most fliers would feel the con-
flict more worthwhile if this were the stated
objective,

“I'm not anti-Vietnam War, but I'm against
the way it’s being conducted. The troops are
doing & real fine job, and I'd go right back
and fly missions to protect them. But the
way we're dolng 1it, it’s such a waste.”

Waler, married and the father of two, is a
1953 graduate of Saginaw Arthur Hill High
School and attended the University of Mich-
igan before entering the Navy's oadet
program.
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WHITE HOUSE STATEMENT RE-
FLECTS ON SEATTLE NEGRO
LEADERSHIP

Mr, ZION. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. Perry] may extend
his remarks at this point in the ReEcorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, an impru-
dent remark attributed to a representa-
tive of the administration has been
brought to my attention. A White House
representative is said to have told the
Central Area Motivation Program Cen-
ter in Seattle that Seattle was not a
favored recipient of certain Federal
funding and Federal concern because
Seattle’s Negroes are “contented.”

This came to my attention in a letter
from the Center in Seattle, and I find
this administration attitude distressing.

Mr. Speaker, the reason Seattle has
had no violent racial trouble is because of
the leadership demonstrated by the Ne-
groes themselves. There are problems, as
there are in every large American city,
but rather than working on slogans,
speeches, and appeals to emotion, Seat-
tle Negroes have gone to the sources of
the problems, along with Seattle Mayor
J. D. Braman and Washington Gov.
Daniel J. Evans.

I am proud of the work performed by
the Negro and white leadership in Seat-
tle, and in the State of Washington. And,
I am perplexed by the intemperate and
confusing remarks of a White House
visitor who feels there is no concern un-
less we are in civil disorder.

Mr. Speaker, under unanimous con-
sent I include the letter from the Cen-
tral Area Motivation Program Center in
Seattle in the ConNGRESsIONAL RECORD.
The letter follows:

CENTRAL AREA MOTIVATION PROGRAM,
Seattle, Wash., August 11, 1967.
Hon. THoMAS PELLY,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Str: The city of Seattle had a visitor
from a White House office in Washington,
D.C., recently, who stated in the course of
discussion on a variety of subjects that
Seattle was not a favored recipient of cer-
tain federal tundlng and federal concern
because Seattle’'s Negroes are “contented.”

This statement both concerned and angered
us at CAMP, and we feel it is necessary that
you understand the true facts—if you do
share the speaker’s sentiments. We are proud
of the fact that, to date, Seattle has not
experienced a major riot or racially-inspired
domestic upheaval. The reasons for this,
however, lie not in the docile mood of the
Seattle Negro, but rather in the kind of
leadership and programs developed in the
Central Area community. There have been
civil rights demonstrations and activities
which have mobilized the Negro community
in constructive acts to achieve dignity and
Justice, and while the response of government
and business to these activities generally fell
short of our aims, the activity and the direc-
tion toward change, the engagement of people
led to a feeling among Negroes in Seattle that
we could “overcome” without violence.

The essential ingredient here was that
Negroes had leadership that worked on pro-
gram and strategies of change rather than
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working on slogans, speeches and appeals to
emotion.

In short, we feel intense chagrin that the
reaction to these constructive efforts would
be interpreted as contentment on the part
of Negroes. If you had been in Seattle during
the past two weeks, you would have been
caught up in the fear and panic that rumors
of a potential riot evoked. The riot has not
occurred as yet; it has not occurred because
the Negro community met and developed
constructive program to present to local
government and to which, fortunately, local
government paid tentative heed.

If Washington truly assesses communities
along the criterila suggested by our visitor
from a White House office, then indeed Seattle
Negroes should have had their riot, and
Seattle taken its place among those cities to
whom attention is paid. We would suggest
that representatives and senators visit Seat-
tle, and find out what our strategles and pro-
grams are so that the lessons learned here
ean be shared with other cities in other
states.

Yours sincerely,
WaLTER R. HUNDLEY,
Ezxecutive Director, CAMP-Center.

THE INTRODUCTION OF THE FRESH
ATR ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1967

Mr, ZION. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
New York [Mr. KupFErMAN] may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. EUPFERMAN. Mr. Speaker, today
I have infroduced the Fresh Air Assist-
ance Act of 1967, My bill arranges for
Federal financial assistance to private
nonprofit organizations, which provide
needy children with summer camp va-
cations. The bill is an innovation in Fed-
eral welfare assistance programs.

Throughout the United States there
are many groups who have voluntarily
assumed the responsibility of solving one
of the most pressing problems in the
ghetto areas of our cities—the restless-
ness and boredom resulting from under-
privileged children using our asphalt
streets as their only summer play-
ground.’

The Fresh Air Fund *®is a perfect exam-
ple of a successful summer camp pro-
gram. The Fresh Air Fund is a nonsec-
tarian welfare organization that has pro-
vided 961,388 free vacations to New York
City’s slum children. The fund accepts

of every faith, race, and na-
tionality—the only criterion is that the
children lack the financial means neces-
sary for a summer vacation. When the
New York Herald Tribune ceased pub-
lishing in 1966, the New York Times took
up editorial support for the program.

In 19668, it raised $606,251.93 from
16,634 individual contributors. The fund
pays for transportation to and from the
city, in addition to the expenses incurred
in providing a 2-week stay at a camp-
site with facilities constructed by the
fund. In addition to the 2,468 children
that will attend the seven camps on the

igee list of summer camps In the New
¥ork area at end of statement.

* Formerly known as the New York Herald
Tribune Fresh Air Fund.
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fund’s 3,000-acre Sharpe Reservation
this year, 12,275 free vacations will be
given to boys and girls in the homes of
host families in about 2,200 friendly
towns. Under this friendly town pro-
gram the children are invited for 2-
week periods to be guests in private
homes in communities away from the
crowded city. The fund pays transporta-
tion and insurance while the friendly
town families contribute the cost of
food, lodging, and often clothing, medical
costs, and incidentals.

The legislation I have introduced today
provides for the disbursement of $5 mil-
lion annually by the Secretary of the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, in assisting organizations similar to
the Fresh Alr Fund throughout the Na-
tion. The aid would be given directly to
these organizations provided that mo
group receives Federal money in excess
of one-third of the amount raised from
their private contributors. Thus, the bill
will also serve as an incentive for these
private groups to raise more money from
their individual and corporate con-
tributors.

The bill also authorizes the Secretary
to conduct a study to determine how
many of these private organizations ac-
tually exist in the Nation, the amount of
money raised annually, and the number
of needy children affected. Presently, Mr.
Speaker, there is no nationwide organiza-
tion which performs this vital informa-
tion-gathering function. My bill would
establish a Federal clearinghouse where
information could be obtained and co-
ordinated for multiple purposes.

It would determine, for example, the
actual reach and accomplishment of
these programs, the methods of raising
funds by private campaigning, the num-
ber and location of possible campsites,
and other relevant data. The information
would be available to assist these organi-
zations, thus providing them with insight
and the answers necessary for running a
successful vacation schedule.

In the past, allocation of Federal funds
to a public agency has served as a com-
mendable aid to the underprivileged
child. However, the President's Council
on Youth Opportunity informs me that
camping programs for the underprivi-
leged, although providing enriching ex-
periences for the children, are too costly
to be attempted on a full-scale basis.
Unde¢: some community action pro-
grams, private nonprofit camping or-
ganizations have received Federal funds
as a delegate agency. However, due to the
fact that CAP agencies have multiprob-
lem-solving programs to operate, activ-
ities involving camping programs have
been slight. My bill is not a substitute
plan for existing Federal programs. In-
stead, it solicits the private sector to sup-
plement the Federal funds expended for
camping programs on a 2-to-1 ratio. The
funds of existing Federal programs are
characteristically allocated to a public,
local agency. My bill allocates funds to a
private organization. My procedure, I be-
lieve, is a necessary addition to the al-
ready established Federal programs.

I feel, Mr. Speaker, that it is time for
the Federal Government to actively pur-
sue a path which would involve the pri-
vate sector of our Nation in a more active

August 16, 1967

role than that which it has previously
taken. The possibilities of this bill are
numerous. For example, a group of citi-
zens in a small community could raise
funds to send some of the underprivi-
leged children in their area to a private
camp. The Government would match the
funds up to one-third. The local citizens
would be receiving incentive through
Federal assistance, while the child would
spend part of the summer with compan-
ions from wvarious different socioeco-
nomic backgrounds, learning camping
skills and having the refreshing experi-
ences which camp life brings.

As I pointed out with respect to the
camp safety bill, HR. 10628, which I
introduced on June T, 1967, there are
now some 15,000 day, resident, and travel
camps in the United States providing for
some 6 million campers. The parents of
that many children must be right in de-
termining that camps can build sound
minds in a healthy body.

On July 19 this body passed an anti-
riot bill, but we must concentrate our
efforts on establishing the necessary pro-
grams to alleviate the causes of these
riots, and eliminating the conditions
which breed chaos, poverty, and destruc-
tion in our cities.

There follows a list of overnight camps
available for New York City's needy
children—including camp placement and
referrals:

Albany houses (See Stuyvesant Commu-
nity Center).

Albert B. Hines, Camp (See Madison Square
Boys' Club).

All Angels Church (See Incarnation Camp).

All Salnts Church (See Incarnation Camp).

All Souls’ Church Camp:

Office, 88 St Nicholas Ave, Man 10026
[MO 3-4514] Rev Clifford S Lauder, exec dir.;
Camp, Parksville, NY 12768 [Liberty 1247 W].
Two 2-week periods for boys, 8-17 years. Two
2-week periods for girls, 8-17 years. July
b-Aug. 28. Complete outdoor summer pro-
gram,

Alpine Scout Camp (See Greater New York
Councils, Boy Scouts of America).

American Board of Missions to the Jews,
Inc.: 236 W 72 St, Man 10023 [EN 2-T201]
Harold B Pretlove, exec sec; Daniel Fuchs,
missionary sec.

Camp Tel-Hal, Honey Brook, Pa 19344. For
boys and girls of the classes conducted by
the American Board of Missions to the Jews.

American Ethical Union (See Encampment
for Citizenship).

American Foundation for the Blind, Inc.:
156 W 16 St, Man 10011 [WA 4-0420] M Robert
Barnett, exec dir.; Rest-Haven, Monroe, NY
10950. A wvacation center for blind women,
18-60, who are in good health and who can-
not afford a pald summer resort. June-Sept.
Capacity 30. Free.

American Legion Children's Camp of New
York Country, Inc.: Office, 238 William St.,
Man 10038 [WO 2-4044].

Camp Roosa Gap, Sullivan Co., N.Y. For
needy boys and giris of New York City, 8-12
years. Boys in July; girls in Aug. Nonsectar-
ian. Transportation by bus. Program includes
swimming, hiking, crafts, dramatics, nature
study, cook-outs, and ploneering. Capacity
80. Stay 2 weeks. Free.

American Youth Hostels, Ine.: 14 W
Eighth St. Man 10011 [GR 5-5680] Frank
D Cosgrove, exec dir.: : to develop
healthy, happy, self-reliant, well-informed,
community-minded and world-minded citi-

3The New York Times, in an editorial of
July 24, 1967, page 24, endorsed this bill and
the Senate bill, 8. 1473, by Senator Ribicofl.
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zens; and to further good will among people
of all lands. Provides, especially for youth,
the inexpensive, educational, and recrea-
tional, outdoor travel opportunities of hos-
teling—primarily by bicycle and on foot
along scenic forest trails and byways, and
to places of historic and cultural interest in
America and abroad.

Andree Clark, Camp (See Girl Scout Coun-
cll of Greater New York).

Anita, Camp (see Herald Tribune Fresh Air
Fund).

Apache Circle (see Jubilee Youth).

Associated Cardiac Leagues, Inc.: 1 Union
8¢ W Man 10008 [WA 9-8055]: Sprout
Lake Camp, Verbank, NY, 12585. Maury
Antine, exec dir.: For girls and boys, 8-15
years, with organic heart disease in the IB,
IIB, IC, and IIC classifications. Nonsec-
tarian and interracial. Referrals through
cardiac clinics and private physicians.

Associated YM-YWHA'S of Greater New
York: 33 W 60 St, Man 10023 [PL 7-0820]
Irving Brodsky, gen dir.: Camp Poyntelle-
Ray Hill, Poyntelle, Pa 18454, New York of-
fice: 38 W 60 St. Man 10023 [CO 5-0816]
Ethel Abrams, camp dir.; Boys, 8-14; girls,
8-13. Three 3-week periods,

Camp Ella Fohs, New Milford, Conn 06776.
New York office: East Tremont YM-YWHA,
1026-30 Crotona Pkwy, Bronx 10460 [LU
9-4200] Harry D Eatz camp dir.: Boys and
girls, 8-12 years. Three 3-week periods. Sen-
ior Citizens Camp. Men and women. Five 2-
week trips.

Association for the Advancement of Blind
Children, Inc, 520 Fifth Ave, Man 10036
[MU 2-5844; LA 5-6983] Mrs Selma Shen-
kin, pres.; Grants to residential or day camps
for blind, emotionally disturbed children.
Also funds for special counselors or staff for
a child accepted into a camp for sighted
children.

Association for the Help of Retarded Chil-
dren, New York City Chapter (See in this
section Day).

Association of Jewish Sponsored Camps,
Ine., 81 Union Sq W, Man 10003 [AL 5-8722]
Marcus Rothman, exec dir.; Jewish Camp
Application Bureau. Information about and
referral to camps operated by Jewish spon-
sored soclal agencies and organizations. Pro-
fessional consultation available year round
for discussion of plans to meet individual
needs for camping and related seryices in
New York and neighboring states.

Baptist Fresh Air Home Society, The, 297
Park Ave S, Man 10010 [AL 4-0880] Rev
Angus C Hull, th d, exec sec; Rev S Boto
Fontinez, dir of camping; Old Oak Camp,
Poughquag, NY 12570 [914: PA 4-5285];
primarily for Baptist underprivileged chil-
dren, 8-12 years, but some others accepted.
Med exam required. Special recommenda-
tions from physician will be noted. Resident
registered nurse and dietitian, Stay 11 days.
Capacity 75.

Barryville Camp (See Mel-Met Camps).

Bicycle Tours (See Young Men's and Young
Women's Hebrew Association).

Big Brothers, Inc., 223 E 30 St, Man 10018
[MU 6-2042] Howard A Kieval, exec dir;
Robert M Pattison, social service dir.; limited
to boys enrolled in Big Brothers, as integral
part of total program. Camp referrals for
boys 10-16 years of age. Camp stay 2 weeks
or more, Examination by qualified physician
required. Registration fee $5.

Bishop McDonnell Vacation Camp (See
Soclety of St Vincent de Paul in the Diocese
of Brooklyn, Long Island, New York).

Bliss, Camp (See Herald Tribune Fresh Air
Fund).

Bohatom, Camp
Church).

Bowdoin Boys® Camp (See Children's Aid
Soclety).

Boy Bcouts (See Greater New York Coun-
cils, Boy Scouts of America).

Boys' Athletle League, Inc., 51 E 42 St, Man
10017 [OX 7-0947] Willard L Kauth, dir.;

(See Bt. Augustine
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Camp Kirby, RFD, Stony Polnt, NY 10980.
Fred Levine, dir. Leadership camp.

Camp Kiwago, Upper Twin Lake, Central
Valley, NY 10917 [914: WA 8-6730] Robert
G Brandt, dir. Capacity 96.

Camp La-No-Wa, Barnes Lake, Central Val-
ley, NY 10017 [914: WA B8-6759] George
Meyers, dir. Capacity 75.

Camp Orenda, Lake Massawippa, Central
Valley, NY 10917 [914: WA 8-6754] Raymond
‘Weinberg, dir, Capacity 85.

Camp Sebago, Lake Skenonto, Bear Moun-
tain, NY 10911 [914: EL 1-9846] Sal Romano,
dir. Capacity 100.

Camp Wakonda, RFD 1, Stony Point, NY
10980. Fred Levine, dir. Day camp and over-
night camp for boys and girls 8-16 years.

Boys Brotherhood Republic of New York,
Ingc., 200 E Third St, Man 10009 [CA 8-4433]
Ralph Hittman, exec dir.; Camp Wabenaki,
Lake Stahahe, Southfields, NY 10975 [914:
EL 1-2285]. Capacity 120 boys, 7-16 years. In-
terracial, nonsectarian, diversified outdoor
program; emphasis on leadership training.
Low-income families; fees based on ability
to pay.

Boys’ Club of New York, the, 287 E 10 St,
Man 10009 [GR T-81T77] Robert T Olson, exec
dir.; Camp Harriman, East Jewett, NY 12424,
Andrew Korothy, dir; Adm through main
office, Nurse, physiclan on call. For members
only, 8-14 years. Capacity 1,200 a season.
Rates vary.; Camp Tabor (Caddy Camp),
Pishers Island, NY 11943, Frank Skokan, dir.;
For members only, 14-18 years. Capaclty 100.

Boys Harbor, Ine., Office, 545 Fifth Ave.,
Man 10017[OX 7-5846], Camp, East Hamp-
ton, LI 11937. Warner Griffin camp dir.; For
boys 8-18 years, specially referred by the
courts, churches, community agencies, from
diverse ethnic and religlous groups, high
hazard areas, and multi-problem families.
Fleld workers in constant touch with them
throughout the year. July-Aug, B8-week
period. Capacity 75. No fee.

Brady, Camp (See Girl Scout Council of
Greater New York).

Bronx House-Emanuel Camps, Inc., Office,
080 Pelham Pkwy S, Bronx 10461 [TA 8-8952]
Aaron Mitrani, dir,; Camps, Copake, NY
12516. Children’s Camp. Boys 8-14 years, ca~-
pacity 154; girls 8-13 years, capacity 147.
Btay 3 weeks. July-Aug. Fees on sliding scale.
Referrals accepted from treatment agencies
and group-work centers; reports written on
request; Counselor-in-training Program. For
20 girls 16-17 years, Stay 9 weeks. Fee $400.
Work Camp Program. For 15 boys 15-16, and
15 girls, 14-15 years. Stay 9 weeks. Fee $400.
A camp is also maintained for older people.
(See In section Aged: Recreation).

Brooklyn Bureau of Social Service and
Children's Aid Soclety; 285 Schermerhorn 8t,
Bklyn 11217 [TR 5-0710]. Dept for the Han-
dicapped. Jewell K. Phillips, dir.; Shelter Is-
land Camp, Shelter Island, LI 11964, For
blind women and physically handicapped
men and women. Open summer months. Adm
through Jewell K. Phillips, dir.

Brooklyn YWCA (See Young Women's
Christian Assoclation of Brooklyn).

Brownsville-Van Dyke Community Center:
330 Powell St, Bklyn 11212 [HY 5-6650] John
D Morrison, exec dir. Sponsored by the New
York City Board of Education, Bureau of
Community Education. Camp Flacement Di-
vision. Registration in Aprll and May for the
Herald Tribune Fresh Alr Fund and other
agencles. Two weeks. No fees.

Buckskin Stockade (See Jubilee Youth).

Burrwood (See in section Aged: Homes
under listing Industrial Home for the Blind).

CYO (See Catholic Youth Organization of
the Archdiocese of New York).

Caddy Camp (See Boys' Club of New York:
Camp Tabor).

Calvary and St Cyprian's Eplscopal Church,
962 Bushwick Ave, Bklyn 11221 [GL 3-3764].
Mountain View Camp, Haines Falls, NY
12436. Rev Edward B Beckles, exec dir; Rev
John A Richards, camp dir. For boys and
girls 5-16 years. Area 134 sq acres. Season 10
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weeks. Capacity 150, Fee $30 per week. Visit-
ing Sun. Apply to exec dir. An area and
building available to adults who are desirous
of spending a vacation,

Camp: In the case of camps with names
other than those of their sponsoring orga-
nizations, the name, not “Camp,” is listed
as a cross reference, e.g., “Elwago, Camp (See
Boys® Athletic League) ™

Camp and Outing YMCA (See Young Men's
Christian Assoclation of Greater New York).

Camp Dineen: Office, 122 E 22 St, Man
10010 [OR 7-5000] Msgr Philip J Murphy,
supervising dir,; Camp, New Paltz, NY 12561.
For boys B-14 years. July-Aug. Stay 2 weeks,
$40. Capacity 150.

Camp Hurley, Inc.: Office, 1 Union Sgq W,
Man 10001 [WA 4-7443]. Camp, R3, Kingston,
NY 12401. Merrill Youkeles, dir.; Boys 9-16
years; girls 8-18 years, Three 3-week trips.
Capacity 200. Sliding scale up to $168.

Camp Isabella Freedman of Connecticut,
Inc.: Office, 1395 Lexington Ave, Man 10028
[TR 6-2074]. Camp, Falls Village, Conn
06031 [203: TA 4-5991] Charles Berland, dir.;
For adults 556 years and over, three 2-week
trips; for teen-age girls 1214,-15% years, two
3-week trips. Off-season weekends through-
out the year for young adults, 18-28 years,
and family groups. Sliding scale of fees.

Camp Louemma, Inc, Office, 80—47 163 St,
Jamaica, LI 11432 [OL 8-7272] Byrd Drucker
exec dir.; Camp, Glenwood, NJ 07418. For
boys and girls, 8-15%% wyears, of low-income
families of Queens and Nassau counties.
Three 3-week trips. Fee according to ability
to pay.

Camp Loyaltown, Inc., New York City
Office, 1440 Broadway, Man 10018 [WI 7-
7876] Hyman L. Flechner, dir.; Camp, Hunter,
NY 12442, Boys T-13 years. Three 3-week
camping periods. Agency scholarship rates
on agency referrals.

Camp Madison-Felicia, Inc., Office, 1 Union
Sq W, Rm 701, Man 10003 [OR 5-5710].
Camp, Putnam Valley, NY 10579. Sol Press,
dir. Boys and girls 7-12, July-Aug. Three 3-
week trips. Capacity 100. Work camp for
girls and boys, 16-17 years. Serves recognized
soclal agencies; some direct referrals. Winter
facilitles for special program in cooperation
with New York City Youth Board.

Camp Moonbeam Association, Inc., Office,
31 Union Sq W, Man 10003 [CI 6-9761].
Camp Moonbeam, Putnam Valley, NY 10579.
Walter-John EKazeka, dir.; Boys T7-13 years;
girls 7-12 years (at time of adm). Three 3-
week periods. Simple dietary laws observed.
Rates, sliding scale adjusted on individual
basis, fare, and laundry linens included.
Scholarship funds avallable,

Camp Rainbow, Inc., Office, 33 W 60 St,
Man 10023 [JU 6-2000]. Camp, Croton-on-
Hudson, NY 10521 [914: CR 1-4291] Meyer
Rabban, dir.; For emotionally disturbed boys
and girls 6-11 years. Stay B weeks. July 2-
Aug 27. Capacity 66. Fee based on ability to
pay. Referrals accepted from social agencies
only.

Sussex, Inc., Office, 1140 Broadway,
Man 10001 [MU 3-8528]. Camp, Sussex, NJ
07461. Martin Silverman, exec dir.;; For un-
derprivileged boys and girls from lowest in-
come families, 7-12. July—Sept. Stay 3 weeks.
Dietary laws observed. Resident physician
and nurses. Capacity 400. Free, including
tfransportation and clothing.

Camp Vacamas Assoclation, Ine., 31 Union
Sq W, Man 10003 [WA 95-8105] Irving Topal,
exec dir; Mrs Judith E Heyman, admin assoc.
Camp Vacamas, Butler, NJ 07405. Boys and
girls 8-14 years. Stay 2 or 3 weeks. For chil-
dren from low income families, Resident
Pphysician and nurses. Simple dietary laws
observed. Capacity 280. Special arrangements
with referral agencies. Limited number of
direct applications with fees based on abil-
ity to pay.

Camp Williams, 1133 Broadway, Man 10010
[CH 38-1648] Irwin Schlussel, pres, Camp, 20
Road 306, Suffern, NY 10901. Camp for un-
derprivileged children, 8-12 years. Three
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groups of children, 60 boys and 60 girls at
one time. Exam by physicians. Rates $72 for
3 weeks, to be pald by agencies or by rela-
tives who send the children.

Carcla, Camp (See New York Philan-
thropic League, UOTS).

Catholic Camp Association, Inc. 322 E 22
St, Man 10010 [OR 7-5000]. Camp Hayes,
Godeffroy, NY 12739. John T Ryan, res dir.
Boys B-15 years. Exam by physician. Capacity
325. Rates $55 for 2 weeks.

Catholic Charities, Diocese of Brooklyn,
191 Joralemon St, Bklyn 11201 [TR 5-0800].
Family Division. Free vacation homes pro-
gram for needy children. Italian Board of
Guardians. Camp IBG (see separate listing
under Italian Board of Guardians).

Catholic Charities of the Archdiocese of
New York, 122 E 22 St, Man 10010 [OR T-
5000] Helene Corrigan, dir Free Camp Care
Dept. General information regarding free
camp care for Catholic children,

Catholic Settlement Association of Brook-
1yn, Inc., The Doctor White Memorial Catho-
lic Settlement, 237 Front St., Bkiyn 11201
[TR 5-8802] Sr Thomas Marie, exec dir.;
Places children in summer camps and pri-
vate homes in coordination with the Herald
Tribune Fresh Air Fund and Catholic Chari-
ties, Diocese of Brooklyn.

Catholic Youth Organization of the Arch-
diocese of New York, 122 E 22 St. Man 10010
[OR T-5000]. Camps, Putnam Valley, NY
10679. Ages: 8-14 years; rates: #37 for 2
weeks. CYO Girls Camp. Ursula Mannle, dir,
Capacity 140. CYQO Boys Camp. W. Dennis
Healey, dir. Capacity 200.

Center for Education in Demoeracy (See
Encampment for Citizenship).

Child Service League, Inc,, 92-32 Union
Hall St. Jamalica, LI 11433 [AX T7-7300]
Samuel C. Weir, exec. dir.; Turkey Mountain
Camp, Yorktown Heights, N.Y. 10508. Out-
door group living. Coed. 11-14 years. Leader-
ship Training Corps for boys and girls, 15-18;
for development of group leaders. Camp
Placement. Maintains camp placement serv-
ice for children of Queens.

Children's Aid Society, the, 105 E 22 Bt
Man 10010 [GR 5-3640] John H. Dreasen,
dir. County Branches, Maintains three camps,
integrating children 5-16 years from all
neighborhoods. Grouped by age: 5-10 years
chiefly at Bowdoin and Vanderbilt camps.
Bowdoin Boys' Camp, New Hamburg, N.Y.
12560. Vanderbilt Girls' Camp, New Ham-
burg, N.Y. 12560.

Wagon Road Camp for Handicapped Chil-
dren, Chappaqua, N.¥. 10514, Wallkill Camp,
New Paltz, N.Y. 12561,

Christian Herald Assoclation, the, 27 E
30 St. Man 10016 [MU 6-0712]. Mont Lawn,
The Children’s Home, Bushkill, Pa. 18324
[717: LU 8-6618] Cal Gertsen, dir.; Hubert
Mott, consultant, All-year camping program
for underprivileged boys and girls, 7-11
years. Refer through agencies only. Stay 3
weeks in summer; weekends and vacation
periods during fall, winter, and spring. Inter-
denominational and interracial. Resident
nurses. Physicilan on call. Physical health
exam required. Capacity 200 in summer.
Facilities for groups—up to 20—during fall,
winter, and spring. Emphasis during these
months on underprivileged, handicapped,
and those groups for whom few facilities are
available in the summer. No charge at any
tirae.

Long House, the Continuation Camp,
Hillsboro, N.H. 03244 [603: 464-39206] Cal
Gertsen, dir.; Hubert Mott, consultant. A
summer camping program. Registration by
invitation only for boys and girls age 14
years and up who have previously stayed at
Mont Lawn Camp.

Christodora House, 86 E Pirst St, Man 10009
[OR 3-5453] Stephen BSlobadin, exec dir.
Northover Camp, Bound Brook, NJ 08806
[201: EL 6-3018]. For boys and girls 6-12
yeg.rs. July and Aug. Stay 3 weeks. Capacity
140.
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Church of All Nations and Neighborhood
House (See New York City Soclety of the
Methodist Church).

Church of the Good Shepherd (See Incar-
nation Camp).

Church of the Incarnation (See Incarna-
tion Camp).

Clark, Camp (See Girl Scout Council of
Greater New York: Camp Andree Clark),

Clear Pool Camp (See Madison BSquare
Boys' Camp).

Cliff Villa (See New York City Soclety of
the Methodist Church).

Coler, Camp (See Herald Tribune Fresh Air
Fund).

Communlty Church of New York, the, 40
E 35 8t, Man 10016 [MU 3-4988]. The Home-
stead, RFD 1, Crafts, NY (PO: Carmel, NY
10512) Rev. Richard D. Leonard, minister of
education. Family camp. June 23-July 7.
Adults, $30 weekly; children 6-14, 8§15
weekly; children under 6, $8 weekly. Two
3-week jr-high youth camp periods. July 8-
28; July 29-Aug 18. £1356 per period. One
2-week senior-high youth camp. Aug. 18-
Sept 1. §70.

Community Witness (See New York Bap-
tist City Society).

Cooperative Council of Jewish Welfare Or-
ganizations (See Educational Alllance).

Cummings Campgrounds (See Educational
Alliance).

Cummings Village (See Educational Alli-
ance: Camp Edalla, Cummings Village, and
Camp Leah).

Dineen, Camp (See Camp Dineen).

Divine Providence Foundation (See Insti-
tue of Franciscan Missionarles of Mary).

Doctor White Memorial Catholic Settle-
ment (See Catholic Settlement Association of
Brooklyn).

East New York Young Men's and Young
Women's Hebrew Association (See in this sec-
tion Day).

Tast Side House, Inc,, Central Offices, 337
Alexander Ave, Bronx 10454 [MO §5-5250] Mrs.
Grace Gosselin Lindgquist, Carleton R. Lind-
quist, assoc dirs.; Mill Brook Center, 201 St
Anns Ave, Bronx 10454 [LU 5-1254]. Stepney
Camp, Botsford Conn. 06464. John McGinn,
dir.; Girls, 6-13; boys, 7-15, members given
preference. Stay: girls, 3 weeks; boys, two 2-
week trips. Capacity 80. Rates $10 weekly.
Aging men and women at close of camp sea-
son. Capacity 35. Two weeks without fee,

Echo Hill Farm (See Henry Street Settle-
ment).

Edalia Camp (See Educational Alliance).

Edgewater Créche and Rethmore Home
Camp (See Episcopal Mission Soclety in the
Diocese of New York).

Educational Alliance, Inc., The, 187 E
Broadway, Man 10002 [GR 5-6200]. Israel and
Leah Cummings Campground, Brewster, NY
10509, Jack Kamaiko, dir. For aged, mothers,
fathers, and children 3-15 years. Four 2-
week trips and one 8-week trip for aged; one
3-week trip for mothers and children; three
2-week trips for families. Two resident RNS.
Sliding scale of fees based on family income.

The Cooperative Council of Jewish Wel-
fare Organizations co-sponsors vacations for
Jewish aged. Leadership and counselor train-
ing programs for adolescents.

Camp Edalla, Cummings Village, and
Camp Leah, Lake Tiorati, Bear Mountain,
NY 10911 Sam Goldstein, dir.; Girls and boys,
8-121, years, Three 3-week trips. Resident
doctor and RN. Sliding scale of fees based on
family income. Coed, 13-151; years; two 1-
month trips; special leadership training,
girls 16 years. (See also Surprise Lake Camp
of the Educational Alliance and Young Men's
Hebrew Association.)

Elko Lake Camps for Boys and Girls (See
Episcopal Mission Soclety in the Diocese of
New York).

Elko Lake Pioneer Camp (See Episcopal
Misslon Society in the Diocese of New York).

Ella Fohs, Camp (See Assoclated YM-
YWHA's of Greater New York).
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Emanuel Camps (See Bronx House-Eman-
uel Camps).

Encampment for Citizenship, 2 W 64 St,
Man 10023 [SU 7-2T14] Saal D Lesser, exec.
dir. Sponsored by the American Ethical
Union. For young men and women, 18-23
years. Nonprofit, nonsectarian, nonpolitical,
educational organization for citizenship edu-
cation in the principles and practices of
democracy. Six weeks during July and Aug:
120 campers in New York, 80 in Puerto Rico.
Program for 80 campers, 15-17 years, at the
Center for Education in Democracy in Cali-
fornia. Adm Committee selects on basis of
leadership potential. Fees: $400 for 6 weeks
plus own ftravel; $450 plus own travel for
younger age group.

Episcopal Mission Society in the diocese
of New York, 38 Bleeker St, Man 10012 [WO
6-2960] Formerly The New York Protestant
Episcopal City Mission Society. William
Houtg, camp dir; William Eestner, regr.

Camps, Parksville, NY 12768. Nonsectarian;
religious emphasis. Physician on call; resi-
dent nurses. Rates dependent on need. Edge-
water Créche and Rethmore Home Camp.
Capacity 102 children, 6-8 years. Elko Lake
Camps for boys and girls. Capacity 260, 9-14
years. Elko Lake Pioneer Camp. Primitive
camping. Capacity 40, 14-15 years.

Felicla, Camp (See Camp Madison-Felicia).

Five Points Mission (Old Brewery). 69
Madison St, Main 10002 [CO 7-6464] Rev
Robert E. Rhodes, pastor-dir.; Olmstead Fresh
Alr Camp, Cornwall-on-Hudson, NY 12520.
Children 9-17. July-Aug.

Fohs, Camp (See in section Vacation Serv-
ices: Overnight under listing Associated
YM-YWHA’'s of Greater New York: Camp
Ella Fohs).

Forest Lake, Camp (See Morningside Com-
munity Center).

Free Synagogue Soclal Service, Inc 30 W
68 St, Man 10023 [TR 7-4050] Henry E Zieg-
ler, exec sec. Boys and Girls Work Program.
Placement and scholarship program includes
the care of boys and girls who are sent to
camp during the summer months by the
Men's Club of the Stephen Wise Free Syna-

gogue.

Freedman, Camp (See Camp Isabella Freed-
man of Connecticut).

Fresh Air Association of St John, Ine, the,
Mrs. Charles J Nourse, treas, 115 E 67 St, Man
10021 [RE 4-6645].

Camp, Tomkins Cove, Rockland Co, NY
10086 [914: ST 6-5354] Jane E Porter, dir
[914: ST 6-2190]. Owns and conducts a Fresh
Air Home where an 11-day camping vacation
is given to children and mothers, and to older
adults, who are dependent upon the Assn
for their only holiday. Adult group accom-
modated during June. Small registration fee
and bus fare. Six groups of about 756 each,
June-Labor Day.

Friendly, Camp (See New York Baptist City
Soclety) .

Friendly Town Homes (See Herald Tribune
Fresh Alr Fund).

Girl Scout Council of Greater New York,
Inec., 133 E 62 St, Man 10021 [TE 8-3200]
Elsa Bostrom, dir camp division, Maintains
4 summer season country camps, a short-
term camp, established troop camp, 6 day
camps, also 7 primitive camp sites, 28 spring
and fall troop camp units, and 6 year-round
troop camp units.

Camp Andree Clark, Briarcliffi Manor, NY
10510,

Camp PBrady, Patterson, NY 12563.

Camp High Rock, Staten Island, NY 10306.

Camp Laughing Water, Bear Mountain,
NY 10911.

Camp Quidnunec,
10911.

Henry Kaufmann Girl
Holmes, NY 12531.

Girls Clubs of Ameriea, Inec,, National Of-
fice, 101 Park Ave, Man 10017 [MU 3-9670]
Gertrude DonDero, national exec dir.;

Rail Camp, Beverly, Mass 01915. The na-

Bear Mountain, NY

Scout Camp,
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tional camp for members of Girls Clubs of
America. Two-week periods. July-Aug. Ca-
pacity 200. Fee: junior camp, ages 10-13,
$41; senior camp, ages 14 and up, $51. Junior
counselor training in May, ages 12 and up,
three days, $5 per person.

Girls’ Friendly Society, Diocese of New
York (See Incarnation Camp).

Goddard-Riverside Community Center,
161 W 87 St, Man 10024 [TR 3-6600] Thom-
as G Wolfe, exec dir.; Pioneer Youth Camp,
Rifton, NY 12471. George Lockhart, dir.;
Focus on small group program. Interracial
and interfaith. Open year round. Boys and
girls 6-15; 4 or 8 weeks, Capacity 180. Senior
cltizens, 2 weeks in September; capacity 45.
For boys and girls, 7-12; 3-week camp pro-
gram, Capacity 100,

Grace Church (See Incarnation Camp).

Gramercy Boys® Camp. (See Gramercy
Boys' Club Association).

Gramercy Boys' Club Association, Inc.,
1637 Washington Ave, Bronx 10457 [TR 8-
0500] Herbert Reinwald, exec. dir; Daniel G
Grady, ast exec dir.; Gramercy Boys' Camp,
Blalrstown, NJ 07825. Referrals of boys and
girls accepted. July-Aug. Two-week sessions,
Capacity 150.

Grand Street Settlement, Inc., 283 Riving-
ton 8t, Man 10002 [Gr 3-5828] Arthur Cohn,
exec dir.; Grand Street Settlement Camp,
East Stroudsburg, Pa 18301,

Camp Moodna. Girls and boys, 7-14 years.
Capacity 150. Three 3-week periods. Small
groups with program emphasis on the group
and on individual relationships; relaxed, in-
formal atmosphere. Resident trained nurse;
local doctor on call. Sliding scale of fees
based on ability to pay. Social agency re-
ferrals accepted.

Teenage Work Camp. Coed, 15-16 years;
9 weeks.

Grant, Camp (See Jeannie L. Grant Recre-
ation Camp Association).

Greater New York Corporation of Seventh-
Day Adventists, 108-11 69 Rd, Forest Hills,
LI 11375 [BO 8-8110] M E Moore, camp mgr.
Berkshire Seventh-Day Adventist Camp,
Wingdale, NY 125604. Summer camps for
children and youth, 8-12, 12-15 years. Ca-
pacity 800. July-Aug. Two-week periods, $25.
Weekend camp for young married couples.
May 30 to Labor Day. Fees $20-50 according
to facilities.

Greater New York Councils, Boy Scouts of
America, 26 W 43 St, Man 10036 [WI 7-8400].

Bronx Office, 2455 Sedgwick Ave, Bronx
10468 [933-6800] Robert D Smith, borough
exec,

Brooklyn -Office, 133 Remsen St, Bklyn
11201 [TR 5-4900] Jack Bucher, borough
exec.

Manhattan Office, 256 W 43 St, Man 10036
[WI 7-8400] Joseph R Klein, borough exec.

Queens Office, 172-19 Hillside Ave, Ja-
maica, LI 11432 [JA 6-0606] Jack D. Dunkle,
borough exec.

Statin Island Office, 36 Richmond Ter, SI
10301 [GI 7-6600] Primo T Paolini, borough
exec.

Ten Mile River Scout Camps, Sullivan Co,
NY (PO: Narrowsburg, NY 12764),

During July and Aug operate for four two-
week periods. Serve Boy Scouts and Ex-
plorers. Minimum age 11 years. Physical
exam required; campers with physical limi-
tations or speclial med requirements accepted
with approval of Health and Safety Commit-
tee. Resident physiclans and nurses, Capa-
clity 2,798 in 12 separate camps.

Year 'Round Camps (open all school holi-
days and weekends). Serve Cub Scouts (day
trips), Boy Scouts, and Explorers. Attend-
ance is with adult leadership provided by
institution spons=oring Scout unit.

Alpine Scout Camp, Alpine, NJ 07620. Ca-
pacity 4,000.

Camp Sanita Hills, Holmes, NY 12531. Ca-
pacity T00.

Henry Eaufmann BScout Camp. South
Huntington, LI 11743. Capacity 960.
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Hoyt Farm, Brentwood, NY 11717. Capacity
400.

Spruce Pond Camp, Southfields, NY 10975.
Capacity 188.

William H Pouch Scout Camp, New Dorp,
SI 10306. Capacity 1,112,

Green Acres Pamily Camp (See New York
City Mission Soclety).

Greenwich House, 27 Barrow St, Man
10014 [CH 2-4140]. Summer vacations ar-
ranged for neighborhood children through
other agencles. Greenwich House Camp, Co-
pake Falls, NY 12516. For neighborhood chil-
dren 7-13 years. Stay 4 weeks. Capacity 64.

HES (See Hebrew Education Soclety of
Brooklyn).

Harriman, Camp (See Boys' Club of New
York).

Hartley House (See in this section Day).

Hatikvah, Camp (See Young Men’s and
Young Women’s Hebrew Assoclation of Wil-
llamsburg).

Hay Fever Relief Assoclation (See National
Hay Fever Rellef Association).

Hayden, Camp (See Herald Tribune Fresh
Alr Fund).

Hayes, Camp (See Catholic Camp Assocla-
tion).

Hebrew Educational Soclety of Brooklyn.
564 Hopkinson Ave., Bklyn 11212 [DI 2-0337]
David M. Kleinstein, exec. dir,; Camp HES,
Inc, Lake Stahahe, Southfields, NY 10975.
Boys and girls 8-14 years, July-Aug. Sliding
scale of fees.

Hebrew Infants Home (See Hebrew Kin-
dergarten and Infants Home).

Hebrew Kindergarten and Infants Home,
Inc. 310 Beach 20 St, Far Rockaway, LI 11691
[FA 7-1140] Mrs Gilbert Goldstein, pres.
Camp Beach Isle. For underprivileged chil-
dren, b and 6 years. July-Aug.; 2-week stay.

Henry, Camp (See Henry BStreet Settle-
ment).

Henry EKaufmann Girl Scout Camp (See
Girl Scout Council of Greater New York).

Henry Kaufmann Scout Camp (See Greater
New York Councils, Boy Scouts of America).

Henry Street Settlement, 266 Henry St,
Man 10002 [OR 4-1100] Helen Hall, dir.,
Camp Henry, Mahopac Falls, NY 10542. Ray
Bonda, dir. Boys 8-15. Three 3-week trips.
Echo Hill Farm, Yorktown Heights, NY
10598. Mrs Ruth S8 Tefferteller, dir. Family
day camping; 6 days a week.

The Fresh Air Fund, 230 W 41 St. Man
10036 [PE 6-4000] Frederick H. Lewis, exec
dir.; Vacations provided children, 5-16 years,
in Friendly Town homes. Stay 2 weeks to all
surnmer, All referrals through established
sgocial agencies. Nonsectarian. Free. Also
maintains the following camps. Stay 2 weeks.
Free.

Camp Anita, Fishkill, NY 12524, Girls 11-13
years. Capacity 36.

Camp Bliss, Fishkill, NY 125624, Girls 9-11
years. Capacity 108.

Camp Coler, Fishklll, NY 12524. Girls 14—
16 years. Capacity 72.

Camp Hayden, Fishkill, NY 12524. Boys
11-13 years. Capacity 108,

Camp Hidden Valley, Fishkill, NY 12524,
Lucille Chandler, dir; sixty able-bodied chil-
dren and 60 handicapped, 8-12 years.

Camp Marks Memorial, Red Hook, NY
12571. Owen Engler, dir.; Boys 8-10 years.
Capacity 108.

Camp Pioneer, Fishkill, N.¥ 12524. Jacob
Juluis, dir.; Boys 14-16 years. Capacity 80.

Herrlich, Camp (See Lutheran Social Serv-
ices of Metropolitan New York).

Hidden Valley, Camp (See Herald Tribune
Fresh Air Fund).

High Rock, Camp (See Girl Scout Council
of Greater New York).

Hines, Camp (See Madison Square Boys’
Club).

Holiday Hills Branch (See Young Men's
Christian Assoclation of Greater New York).

Homestead, the (See Communilty Church
of New ¥ork).
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Hope, Camp (See Lakeside Bible Confer-
ence) .

Horseshoe Mesa (See Jubilee Youth).

Hoyt Farm (See Greater New York Coun-
cils, Boy Scouts of America).

Hudson Guild, Inec, 436 W St, Man 10001
[LiO 4-9040] H Daniel Carpenter, exec dir.;
Farm and Camp, Andover, NJ 07821, For adult
vacationers, including the aged, and fami-
les. Cottages for familles with organized
day camp for children. Low rates. Excellent
facilities for winter use by groups.

Huntington Community Center (See Sam-
uel Hunting Community Center).

Hurley, Camp (See Camp Hurley).

I B G, Camp (See Italian Board of Guard-
lans).

Incarnation Camp, Ine., 66 Elm St, Win-
sted, Conn 06098. Andrew KEatsanis, dir.;
A joint venture of the Church of the Incar-
nation, Church of the Good Shepherd, All
Angels Church, All Saints Church, Grace
Church, St James Church, St Thomas
Church, and the Girls’ Friendly Society,
Diocese of New York.

New York Office, 240 E 31 St, Man 10016
[MU 8-2151].

Camp, Ivoryton, Conn 06442, For children
8-14 years. Capacity: 120 boys; 94 girls.
Cabins, tents, and houses, Lake. Staff of 60;
doctor on call; 2 resident registered nurses.
Opportunity to play, work, and worship to-
gether in a couniry setting under skilled
Christlan guidance. Two 4-week sessions,
Fee $200 per month plus $10 canteen.

Vacation lodge for older adults. For men
and women over 60 years. Capacity 60. Swim-
ming, boating, fishing, handicrafts, singing,
discussion groups, indocor and outdoor
games, bus trips. Two 12-day sesslons, June
7-18, Aug 30-Sept 10. Fee $60, sliding scale,

Industrial Home for the Blind (See in
section Aged: Homes),

Institute of Franciscan Missionaries of
Mary (Divine Providence Foundation), 225
E 45 St, Man 10017 [YU 6-5191] Mother Mary
Edgarda, supth. St Helene Camp, Palenville,
NY 12463, Adm through city office. Boys 6-8
years, girls 6-14 years. Capacity, boys B50;
girls 125. Resident nurse, physician on call.
Rates $35 a week and fare.

Iron Rall Camp (See Girls Clubs of Amer-
ica).

Isabella Freedman, Camp (See Camp Isa-
bella Freedman of Connecticut).

Israel and Leah Cummings Campgrounds
(See Educational Alliance).

Italian Board of Guardians, Inc., 191 Jora-
lemon St, Bklyn 11201 [TR 5-0800]. Camp
I B G, Wappingers Falls, NY 12500 [914: AX
7-2142] Rev Domenick J Adessa, dir. July—
Aug. Three 3-week periods. Therapeutic,
geared to meet the needs of boys or girls
showing emotional disturbances. Speclalized
staff. Capacity 50. Sliding scale of fees.

Itallan Welfare League, Inc., 34 E 29 St,
Man 10016 [MU 5-4764] Angela M Carlozzi,
exec sec; Frank Traverso, immigration con-
gultant. Finances camp vacations for ap-
proximately 100 Italian-American children
through various agencles selected by its
soclal service committee.

Jawonio, Camp (See Rockland County Cen-
ter for Physically Handicapped).

Jeanne L Grant Recreation Camp Assocla-
tion, Inc., % Rotary Club of Brooklyn, Hotel
St George, 51 Clark St, Bklyn 11201 [MA
5-T7T272]. Camp Grant, Calverton, LI 11933
[616: PA T-0655] Danlel Hurley, dir. Boys
8-14 years. Stay 2-8 weeks. Exam by sending
organization’s physiclan. Resident nurse. Ca-
pacity 176. Rates on application.

Jefferson Park Mission and Soclal Center
(See New York City Society of the Methodist
Church).

Jened Camp Foundation (See in sectlon
Handlcapped: Other Services).

Jewish Camp Application Bureau (See As-
soclation of Jewish Sponsored Camps).

Jewish Guild for the Blind (See in section
Recreation: Manhattan).
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Jewish Soclety for the Deaf, The, 171 W
85 St, Man 10024 [SU 7-5333] Mrs. Tanya
Nash, exec dir.; Arranges placements for day
or country camping for deaf children, boys
and girls 8-15 years, and country camping for
aged deaf.

Jewish Vacation Association, Inc., 31 Union
Sg W, Rm 1615, Man 10003 [AL 5-3722] Ida
Oppenheimer, consultant. An agency of the
Federation of Jewish Philanthropies of New
‘York. Its basic functions are research and de-
velopment of vacation activities for the Jew-
ish community.

Jonas Foundation (See Louis August Jonas
Foundation).

Joy, Camp (See Lakeside Bible Confer-
ence).

Jubilee Ranch (See Jubilee Youth).

Jubilee Youth, Ine., 556 Hanson Fl, Bklyn
11217 [JA 2-6000].

Jubilee Ranch, PO Box 1, Port Jervis, NY
12771. James Willlam Anderson, dir; Lynn
Anderson, dir social service. Assists children
whose needs may be met by program and
staff; seriously disturbed excluded. Qualified
social worker must certify the child’s needs
and that he is not seriously disturbed. A
ranch camp, with full program of crafts,
sports, swimming, hobbies, mechanics; horse-
back riding (28 horses) included in fee. Ma-
ture college staff. June 26-Aug 28, minimum
2 weeks. Visitilng Sun, 3-5 pm. Fee $30 a
week. Scholarships available in proportion to
contributions received. Apply to Dept A, PO
Box 1, Port Jervis, NY 12771. Buckskin
Btockade. Boys 12-16 years, capacity 60.
Horseshoe Mesa. Girls 12-16 years, capacity
80. Apache Circle. Boys and girls, 6-11 years,
capacity 80.

EKaufmann Girl Scout Camp (See Girl
Scout Council of Greater New York: Henry
Eaufmann Girl Scout Camp).

Kaufmann Scout Camp (See Greater New
York Counecil, Boy Scouts of America: Henry
EKaufmann Scout Camp).

Kinder-Ring, Camp (See Workmen's Cir-
cle).

Kips Bay Boys' Club, Inc. 301 E 52 St.
Man 10022 [PL 5-5233] Charles McNiven, exec
dir.; Kips Bay Boys’ Camp, Valhalla, NY 10595
Boys 6-12 years. Stay 3 weeks. Exam by Club's
physician. Physician on call, Capacity 112.
Rates vary according to parents’ abllity to
pay. For members of Kips Bay Boys' Club
only.

Kirby, Camp (See Boys' Athletic League).
Kiwago, Camp (See Boys' Athletic League).
LaGuardia Memorial House, 331 E 116 St,

Man 10028 [LE 4-7800] Edward Corsi, exec

dir.; Vacation services, Fresh Air Fund regis-

tration and placement, summer day camp
and trips, etc.

Lakeside Bible Conference, Inc, Camps,
RFD 2 Carmel, NY 10512 [914: CA 5-2005]
Rev W F Ruelke, exec dir.; Camp Joy. For
children 4-12 years. 9 weeks. June-Aug. Rec-
reational activities, crafts, Religious serv-
ices. Capacity 150. Rate $256 a week. Referrals
from orphan homes; sliding scale of fees;
hardship cases. Camp Hope. For orthopedi-
cally handicapped children to 16 years. 9
weeks. June-Aug. Mentally retarded children
are cared for by a speclal program, June—
Aug. Referrals accepted from hospitals, agen-
cies, and parents. Acceptance based upon
personal interview. Rate $30 per week. Slid-
ing scale of fees; hardship cases,

La-No-Wa, Camp (See Boys'
League).

Laughing Water, Camp (See Girl Scout
Council of Greater New York).

Lawrenceville, Camp (See New York City
Mission Society) .

Leah, Camp (See Educational Alliance).

Lenox Hill Camp (See Lenox Hill Neigh-
borhood Association).

Lenox Hill Neighborhood Association, Ine,
331 E T0 St, Man 10021 [RH 4-5002] Jerome
Spiegel, dir.; Camp registrations and referrals
for House members and neighbors. Lenox Hill
Camp, Bantam, Conn 08750. Boys and girls

Athletic
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T-14 years. Three-week trips. Capacity B0.
Nine-week work camp for children 16 and 16
years. Two-week camping for those over 60.
Sliding scale of fees.

Lighthouse, Camp (See New York Associa-
tion for the Blind).

Long House (See Christian Herald Associa-
tion).

Long Island Baptist Socleties, the, 207 Park
Ace 8. Man 10010 [AL 4-0880] Rev Angus O
Hull, Th D, exec sec. Community Witness, See
in this section under listing New York Bap-
tist City Soclety.

Louemma, Camp (See Camp Louemma).

Louis August Jonas Foundation, Inc P O
Drawer 33, Walden, NY 12586 [914: PR 2-
1600] George E Jonas, in charge. Camp Ris-
ing Sun, RFD 1, Box 108, Rhinebeck, NY
12672 [914: PL 8-2841]. For deserving boys
of fine character and exceptional intelligence,
14-17 years. Length of stay, one month or
more if necessary. Exam by physiclan re-
quired. Physician on call. Report of child’s
progress sent to sending organization upon
request. Capacity 56. Rates according to abil-
ity to pay.

Loyaltown, Camp (see Camp Loyaltown).

Lutheran Boys' Camp Assoclation, Inc.,
Office, 2756 Madison Ave, Man 10016 [LE 2-
5115]. Camp Trexler, Lake Stahahe, South-
fields, NY 109756 [914: EL 4-9889] Lee M
Miller, camp dir.; For boys of Lutheran
Churches and thelr friends. Stay two weeks or
more. Open July 3-Aug 28. Operated as a
part of the camping program of the New
York Synod, Lutheran Church in America.
Capacity 125. Rates $70 per 2-week perlod.

Lutheran Charities (see Lutheran Social
Services of Metropolitan New York).

Lutheran Community Service (see Lu-
theran Soclal Services of Metropolitan New
York).

Lutheran Inner Mission Society in New
York City (see Lutheran Social Services of
Metropolitan New York).

Lutheran Inner Mission Society of Brook-
lyn and vicinity (see Lutheran Soclal Serv-
ices of Metropolitan New York).

Lutheran Soclal Services of Metropolitan
New York, Inc., 525 Clinton Ave, Bklyn 11238
[UL 7-9492] Rev Robert M Bauers, dir. A
federated agency constituted of the Lutheran
Inner Mission Soclety in New York City,
Lutheran Inner Mission Society of Brooklyn
and Vicinity, Lutheran Community Service,
and Lutheran Charities, Inc. Camp Wilbur
Herrlich, Towners, NY. Malling address: RFD
1, Holmes, NY 12531. Arthur Fugelsoe, Mrs.
Betty Fugelsoe, co-dirs.; For children 7-15
years. July-Aug. Sliding scale of fees to $55
for 2-week period.

McDonnell Vacation Camp (see in this sec-
tion under listing Soclety of St Vincent de
Paul in the Diocese of Brooklyn, Long Island,
New York: Bishop McDonnell Vacation
Camp).

Madison-Felicia, Camp (see Camp Madison-
Felicia).

Madison Square Boys' Club, Inc. 301 E 29
St, Man 10016 [LE 2-5761] Sherwood T
Ernenwein, exec dir.; Clear Pool Camp and
Camp Albert B Hines, Carmel, NY 10512
[914:CA5-2050] Willlam L Petty, dir.; Boys
7-16 years. Stay 2 weeks. Capacity 400. Fee
based on ability to pay.

Marks Memorial, Camp (See Herald Trib-
une Fresh Air Pund).

Masonic Camp Seven, Seventh Masonic
District Association, T1 W. 23 8t, Man 10010
[OR 5-4850] Morton B, Harris, Camp chrm,
Camp, Tallman, NY 10982. Girls 7-11 years.
Three 3-week perlods, July-Aug. Capacity
202. Free. Apply through members Seventh
Masonic District.

Methodist Camp Service (See New York
City Society of the Methodist Church).

Methodist Church, New York City Soclety
of the (SBee New York Clty Soclety of the
Methodist Church).

Metropolitan Jewish Centers Camp Asso-
clation (See Wel-Met Camps).
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Mikan, Camp (See Recreation Rooms and
Bettlement).

Mill Brook Center (See East Side House).

Minden (See Presbyterian Conference As-
soclation).

Minisink, Camp (See New York City Mis-
sion Soclety).

Mogen Avraham, Camp (See Young Men's
and Young Women's Hebrew Association of
Wiliamsburg) .

Mont Lawn (See Christian Herald Associa-
tion).

Moodna, Camp (See Grand Street Settle-
ment).

Moonbeam, Camp (See Camp Moonbeam
Association).

Morningside Community Center, Inec., 360
W. 122 St., Man 10027 [MO 6-7199]. Camp
Forest Lake, Winchester, NH 03470. Elmer
Redwine, dir.; Coed. Ages 8-14, Two-week
stay $70. July-Aug.

Mountain View Camp (See Calvary and
8t. Cyprian’'s Episcopal Church).

Munger Camp (See New York Association
for the Blind).

Napretep, Camp (see Peter Pan Nursery
School of the Bronx).

Narrowsburg Camp (see Wel-Met Camps).

National Hay Fever Relief Association, the,
Office, 50 Broadway, Man 10007 [WH 4-2740]
Sarah Masor, exec. dir.,; Camp and Institu-
tion, Bethlehem, NH 03574. Nonsectarian.
For underprivileged sufferers from hay fever
and seasonal asthma. Modern, well-equipped
institution for adults and limited number of
girls, camp for boys, in pollen-free area.
Varied recreational facilities. Aug. 14-Sept.
28, Stay 6 weeks., Referrals and direct appli-
cations. Capacity 70 adults, 40-50 boys. Jew-
ish dietary laws. Rates according to ability to
pay; #5, $10, $15 a week, some free.

National Ramah Commission, Inc., 3080
Broadway, Man 10027 [RI 9-8000] M Bernard
Resnikoff, exec. dir.; Ramah Camps in Wis-
consin, Pennsylvania, Connecticut, Califor-
nia, New York, and Canada. Coed, for chil-
dren 8-16 years. Season 8 weeks. Hebrew-
speaking educational program. Fee $650.

New York Association for the Blind, the,
111 E. 59 St., Man 10022 [EL 5-2200] Maurice
Case, mgr. Dept. of Recreation and Camping
Services. River Lighthouse, Cornwall-on=-
Hudson, N.¥. 12518. A vacation home for
older blind men and women. Stay 2 weeks.
Capacity 50. Free. Camp Munger, Cornwall-
on-Hudson, N.¥, 12518. Vacations for chil-
dren 7-11 years. Stay one month,
Capacity 16. Free. Camp Lighthouse, Ware-
town, N.J. 08758. For blind teen-agers and
active adults. Stay 2-4 weeks, Capacity 52.
Free.

New York Baptist City Society, 207 Park
Ave. 8., Man 10010 [AL 4-0880] Rev. Angus
C. Hull, th d, exec. sec. Community Witness.
Tabea Eorjus, dir. Sponsored jointly with
the Long Island Baptist Societies. Camp
Friendly. Arranges hospitality in homes for
needy children and foreign students.

New York City Baptist Soclety (see New
York Baptist City Soclety).

New York City Mission Society, 1056 E 22
St, Man 10010 [OR 4-3600] David W Barry,
Pp: exec dir.,; Camp Minisink, Shawangunk
Mountains, near Port Jervis, Orange Co, NY.
Glady V Thorne, dir.; Admission office, 348
Convent Ave, Man 10031 [AU 6-4160]. For
children recruited from the churches and
centers served by the Harlem unit: girls, 6-16
years; boys, 9-16 years. Length of stay 2-5
weeks, Exam by physician. Resident nurse.
Capacity 330. Rate $21 a week; transportation
$4.50 round trip.

Camp  Sharparoon, Dover Furnace,
Dutchess Co, NY. Rev Luke M Torosian, dir.;
Admission office, 105 E 22 8t, Man 10010 [OR
4-3500]. For boys and girls, 8-15 years from
New York City. Four 2-week periods, Resi-
dent nurse. Physiclan on call. Capacity 956
boys, 91 girls. Exam by physician. Rates $70
per period, including transportation and in-
surance.
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Green Acres Famlily Camp, Dover Furnace,
Dutchess Co, NY. Rev Luke H Torosian, dir.;
Admission office, 105 E 22 8t, Man 10010 [OR
4-3500]. For parents and children 2-9 years.
Four 2-week periods. Examination by physi-
cian, Resident nurse. Physician on call. Ca-
pacity 25 families. Rates per period adjusted
to need. Two-week camping for senior citi-
zens.

Lawrenceville Camp, Ludlow-Asbury, NJ.
Maintained by the Lawrenceville School. For
boys 10-12 years from agencies of the City
Mission Society.

Youth Leadership Camp, Dover Furnace,
Dutchess Co, NY. Admission office, 105 E 22
St, Man 10010 [OR 4-3500]. Camp for high-
school-age youth, stressing vocational guid-
ance and leadership training. Capacity 40.

New York City Soclety of the Methodist
Church, the, 4756 Riverside Dr., Man 10027
[RI 9-5717] Rev. Henry C. Whyman, exec.
dir.; Church of All Nations and Neighborhood
House, 9 Second Ave., Man 10003 [GR T-
4155]. CHff WVilla, 110 Clff Ave, PBEradley
Beach, N.J. 07720. For mothers, fathers, and
children of church or settlement and com-
munity. Children 10-18 years without par-
ents, Three partles during the season. Ca-
pacity 40. Rates $6-$20 a week. Children of
community also sent to camps, homes, and
cottages of cooperating agencles. Special
summer play school 6 weeks, all day, July
and Aug.

Jefferson Park Mission and Social Center,
407 E 114 St., Man 10029 [AT 9-6740] Rev.
John A. Collins, Rev. Mario Fernandez, min-
isters. Summer camp, 142 Ocean Ave., Long
Branch, N.J. 07740. For mothers and children
of church and community. Capacity 60.

Methodist Camp Service, 2085 Fifth Ave.,
Man 10035 [EN 9-1430] Lionel E. McMurren,
dir. Serves as a year-round referral agency.
Provides information concerning camps in
the Eastern area, including day camps, and
provides total and partial scholarships for
children 5-16 years. Serves as referral agency
for job placements as camp counselors, camp
nurses, etec. Directs recreational activities in
12 affiliated Methodist Churches. Conducts
program of visual education. No restrictions
of race or creed.

New York Diabetes Association, Inc., 104 E.
40 St. Man 10018 [OX 7-7760] Alfred C.
Nichols, exec. dir.; Stanley T. Sajecki, camp
dir.; Camp Nyda, Burlingham, N.Y. 12722. For
diabetic children 6-15 years. July-Aug. Two
4-week sessions. Resident physicians, nurses,
and dietitions. Capacity 350. Fee according to
ability to pay.

New York Institute for the Education of
the Blind, the, 909 Pelham Pkwy, Bronx 10469
[EI 7-1234] Merle E. Frampton, principal.
Camp Wapanacki, Hardwick, Vt. 05843. For
blind and blind-deaf children 5-21 years.
Boys in July, girls in Aug. Capacity 200. Free.

New York Philanthropic League, UOTS,
Ine., 150 W 85 St., Man 10024 [TR 3-4581].
Camp Carola, Spring Valley, N.Y. 10977.
Susan Samuel, exec. dir.; Orthopedically
handicapped children: boys 6-13 years, girls
6-16 years. Stay one month. Exam by
League’s physiclan. Capacity 60. Vacancies for
nonmembers. Sliding-scale fee.

New York Protestant Episcopal City Mis-
slon Soclety (See Episcopal Mission Soclety
in the Diocese of New York).

New TYork Service, for Orthopedically
handicapped, Office, 853 Broadway, Man
10003 [LF 3-4020] Marygold V. Nash, exec.
dir,; Camp Oakhurst, Oakhurst, N.J. 07756
[201: EE 1-0215] Natalie Gordon, dir., For
orthopedically handicapped children 6-14
years, young adults 1840 years, and handi-
capped teens 15-18 years. Stay: children 3
weeks; young adults 2 weeks. Teen Tour,
Natalle Gordon, dir.; Two two-week summer
bus tours for handicapped teens 15-18 years.

New York State Assoclation for Retarded
Children (See Association for the Help of
Retarded Children, New York City Chapter).
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Norge, Camp (See Norweglan Lutheran
Community Service).

North Shore Holiday House, Inc., T4 Hunt-
ington Rd., Huntington, L.I. 11743 [516: HA
7-2044] Gustavo E. Sosa, dir; Girls 7-11
years. Open June 30. Three 3-week periods.
Capacity 45 for each period. Boarders only.
Fee 850 for 3 weeks. Enrollment: through 8
metropolitan soclal agencies served by the
camp.

Northeastern Conference Corporation of
Seventh-Day Adventists, 560 W 150 St., Man
10031 [AU 6-0233] Rev. L. Davis, Camp dir.;
Victory Lake Camp, Hyde Park, N.Y. 12538
[914: CA 9-9913; 914: CA 9-8527]. A junior
youth camp established to glve recreation
and inspiration, to establish right habits of
living, to instruct in the history and comple-
tion of God’s work, to lead the youth in study,
prayer, and worship, to develop a love for
God's out-of-doors, to form lasting and help-
ful friendships, to build Christian characters,
and to develop a personal responsibility for
duty. For children 9-16 years. Capacity 250.
Six weeks; $22 per week.

Northover Camp (see Christodora House).

Norwegian Lutheran Community Service,
Inc., 4520 Fourth Ave, Bklyn 11220 [GE 95—
4693]. Camp Norge, Saw Mill Rd, New City,
NY 10956 [914: NE 4-4426] Robert Gunder-
sen, camp dir.; Children 7-12 years. Accom-
modations for summer available. Exam by
physician, No special clothing required. Ca-
pacity 110. Fee $60 for two-week period. Must
supply own linens. Bus transportation from
Bronx, $b per round trip.

NYDA, Camp (See New York Diabetes As-
sociation).

Oakhurst, Camp (See New York Service for
Orthopedically Handicapped).

Old Brewery (See Five Points Misslon).

Old Oak Camp (See Baptist Fresh Air Home
Soclety).

Olmstead Fresh Air Camp (See Five Points
Mission).

Orenda, Camp (See Boys’ Athletic League).

Peter Pan Nursery School of the Bronx
726 Beck St, Bronx 10456 [KI 2-8110] Mrs.
Willa Mae White, exec dir.; Camp Napretep,
Box 44, Glen Wild, NY 12738 [Woodridge
256 R]. For children 5-12 years, July-Aug.
Capacity 50. Stay 2-8 weeks, Hiking, drama-
tics, games, nature and science study, swim-
ming. Tents, cabins, and bungalows. Rates:
2 weeks $75; B weeks $250.

Pioneer Camp (See Herald Tribune Fresh
Air Fund).

Pioneer Youth Camp (See Goddard-River-
side Community Center).

Pouch Scout Camp (See Greater New York
Counclls, Boy Scouts of America: Willlam H
Pouch Scout Camp).

Poyntelle-Ray Hill, Camp (See Assoclated
YM-YWHA’s of Greater New York).

Presbyterian Camp and Conference Center
(See Presbyterian Conference Assoclation),

Presbyterian Conference Assoclation, Ine.,
475 Riverside Dr.,, Rm 371, Man 10027 [B70-
2111] Rev Donald A Hostetter, assoc in camps
and conferences. Minden, Bridgehampton,
LI 11932. Mrs Edmund Winkler, mgr. Year-
round center serving senior high school,
adult, and family groups. Capacity 80. Pres-
byterian Camp and Conference Center,
Holmes, NY 12531, Randall Nielsen, mgr.
Year-round center serving senior high school
and adult groups; capacity 30. Two camps for
all ages; capacity 250.

Protestant Episcopal Mission Soclety in
the Diocese of New York (See Episcopal
Mission Society in the Diocese of New York).

Pythlan Camp, the, Office, 164 Fifth Ave,
Man 10010 [OR 6-5533] Jack Lowenkron,
exec dir; Camp, Glen Spey, NY 12737. For
underprivileged boys 8-12 years, irrespective
of race, color, or creed. Stay 3 weeks,
Physician In residence, Capacity 350. Free.

Quannacut Camps (See Young Women's
Christian Assoclation of the City of New
York).
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Quidnune, Camp (See Girl Scout Council of
Greater New York).

Rainbow, Camp (See Camp Rainbow).

Ramah Camps (see Natlonal Ramah Com-
mission),

Ramapo-Anchorage Camp, Rhinebeck, NY
12572. Specilalized camp for emotionally dis-
turbed boys and girls, 8-13 years. New York
City Office, 120 W 57 St, Man 10019 [JU 2-
9100] Robert Thomases, dir.

Ray Hill Camp (See Assoclated YM-
YWHA's of Greater New York: Camp Poyn-
telle-Ray Hill).

Recreation Rooms and Settlement, 12 Ave
D, Man 10009 [SP 7-6963] Mrs Harriette Fen-
nik, camp regr. Camp Milkan, Arden, NY
10910, Mrs. 8 Bedell, exec dir.; Girls, 8-15
years. Stay 3 weeks. Res nurse. Capacity 157.
Rates for 3-week perlod: sliding scale to
$125. Camp Recro, Arden NY 10910, Jerome
Spitzer, dir.; Boys, 8-15 years. Stay 3 weeks.
Capacity 114. Rates for 3-week period: slid-
ing scale to $125. Limited number of all-
summer campers, 9 weeks, $425, at Mikan
and Recro. Camp Wildwood, Central Valley,
NY 10917. Mrs Theresa Dirnfield, dir.; For
children under 8 years, parents, and older
adults. Res nurse. Capacity 142, Rates for
3-week period: sliding scale to $1256 for
adults; $80 for children.

Recro, Camp (See Recreation Rooms and
Settlement).

Rest-Haven (See American Foundation for
the Blind).

Rethmore Home Camp (See Episcopal Mis-
sion Soclety in the Diocese of New York:
Edgewater Créche and Rethmore Home
Camp).

Rising Sun, Camp /See Louis August Jonas
Foundation).

River Lighthouse (See New York Associa-
tion for the Blind).

Robin Hood Camp for Girls (See Young
Women's Christian Association of Brooklyn).

Rockland County Center for the Physically
Handicapped, Inc. 171 Phillips Hill Rd, New
City, NY 10056 [914: NE 4-4648] Goodwin D
Eatzen, dir.; Camp Jawonio, For physically
handicapped 6-18 years. July-Aug. Stay 4 or
8 weeks, All activities common to normal
camping, modified to suit the individual
abilities of each child, with treat-
ments in physical, occupational, and speech
therapy. Resldent camp. Capacity 55. Rates:
4 weeks $350; 8 weeks, $630.

8t Augustine Church, Prospect Ave at 165
8t, Bronx 10459 [DA 3-7258]. Camp Bo-
hatom, Coeyman’s Hollow, NY 12046 [518:
715-7194] Rev Edler G Hawkins, dir.; For
children of community, July-Aug. Stay 3
weeks. Capacity 125. Fee $24 per week.

St George’'s Camps (See St George's Epis-
copal Church in the City of New York).

St. George's Episcopal Church in the City
of New York, 207 E 16 St, Man 10003 [GR
5-0830]. 8t. George's Camps, RFD 3, Sauger-
tles, NY 12477. E. Hilton Chaloner, dir. Superb
location, 100 miles up the Hudson. Three
separate camps: boys 8-15; girls 8-15; coed
6-7. Two 4-week periods. College counselors.
Good food. Pioneering, fishing, hiking, out-
post, athletics, riflery, swimming, boating,
canoceing, arts and crafts, dramatics, council
ring. For further information apply at
Church.

8t. Helene Camp (See Institute of Fran-
ciscan Missionaries of Mary).

St. James Church (See Incarnation Camp).

St. Philip's Community Service Council
(Bee St. Philip’s Community-Youth Center).

St. Phillp’s Community-Youth Center, 215
W. 133 St. Man 10030 [AU 6-6410; AU 1-0820]
V. Benjamin Louard, exec. dir. An affiliate of
St. Philip’s Community Service, Herald
Tribune Fresh Air Camps, Friendly Town
Program, and others. Camp. Rates on sliding
scale, based on ability to pay. Boys and girls,
ages 7-18.

8t. Thomas
Camp).

Church (See Incarnation
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Bt. Vincent de Paul, Camp (See Society of
St. Vincent de Paul in the City of New
York).

St. Vincent de Paul, Soclety of. See Soclety
of Bt. Vincent de Paul in the City of New
York. Soclety of St. Vincent de Paul in the
Diocese of Brooklyn.

Bt. Vincent de Paul Fresh Alr Home (See
SBoclety of 5t. Vincent de Paul in the City
of New York).

Salvation Army, the, Star Lake Camps,
Bloomingdale, NJ 07403 [201: TE 8-4378]
Maj James G Henderson res dir.; Boys 6-11
years; girls 6-12 years. Stay 3 weeks. Exam
by physiclan. Res registered nurse and dietl-
tian. Capacity 200 boys and 150 girls. Free
or part pay according to circumstances. Ad-
mission office, 646 Ave of the Americas, Man
10011 [CH 3-8700] Ma] James G Henderson,
dir.; Sunset Lodge, (See in section Aged:
Recreation under listing Salvation Army.)

Samuel Huntington Community Center,
Inc., 10904 160 St, Jamaica, LI 11433 [OL
7-2447] James E Robinson, exec dir. Camp
and Friendly Town sending service main-
tained for children from Queens County.

Sanita Hills Camp (See Greater New York
Councils, Boy Scouts of America).

Schlueter, Camp (See Trinity Church,
Corporation of).

School Settlement Association (See in this
section Day).

Sebago, Camp (See Boys’' Athletic League).

Seventh-Day Adventists (See Greater New
York Corporation of Seventh-Day Adventists,
Northeastern Conference Corporation of
Seventhy-Day Adventists).

Seventh Masonic District Association (See
Masonic Camp Seven, Seventh Masonic Dis-
trict Association).

Sharparoon Camp (See New TYork City
Mission Soclety).

Shelter Island Camp (See Brooklyn Bureau
of Social Service and Children’s Ald Soclety).

Silver Lake Camp (See Wel-Met Camps).
Soclety of St. Vincent de Paul in the City of
New York, 122 E. 22 St, Man 10010 [OR &
4871]. 8t. Vincent de Paul Fresh Air Home
(Camp St. Vincent de Paul), 245 N Main St,
Spring Valley, NY 10977. Edward T Reilly,
exec sec. Managed by the Sisters of Mercy,
New York. For poor children 6-11 years. Stay
12 days. Physical exam required. Physiclan
on call, Furnish own clothing. Capacity 325.
Application must be made to local parish
branches of the Society. Free.

Soclety of St. Vincent de Paul in the Dio-
cese of Brooklyn, Long Island, New York, 191
Joralemon St. Bklyn 11201 [MA 5-1400] Jo-
seph E. Lynch, exec sec. Bishop McDonnell
Vacatlion Camp, Commack, LI. 11725. Boys
and girsl 6-10 years. Average stay 10 days.
Exam by physician, Special recommendations
from physiclan will be noted. Physician on
call; res nurse. All clothing except shoes
furnished. Capacity 300. Free.

Sprout Lake Camp (See Assoclated Cardlac
Leagues).

Spruce Pond Camp (see Greater New York
Councils, Boy Scouts of America).

Star Lake Camps (See Salvation Army).

Stepney Camp (See East Side House).

Stuyvesant Community Center, Inc., Camp
Placement Service, Albany Houses, 164 Troy
Ave, Bklyn 11213 [HY 3-6262; HY 3-B666]
Denis A Dryden, exec dir; Mrs Ethel T Wynne,
regr. Reglstration by appointment, Apr 15—
May 30, for children 6-16 years. Placement in
a variety of camps.

Sunset Lodge (See in section Aged: Rec-
reation under listing Salvation Army).

Surprise Lake Camp of the Educational
Alliance and Young Men's Hebrew Associa-
tion, Inc, Camp, Cold Springs, NY 10516.
Asher Melzer, exec dir, 31 Union 8q W, Man
10003 [WA 9-7483]. Moys 814—15%; girls 10—
151;. Capacity 576. Fee based on ability to
pay.

Busex, Camp (See Camp Sussex).

Tabor, Camp (See Boys' Club of New
York).
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Tel-Hal, Camp (see American Board of
Missions to the Jews).

Ten Mile River Scout Camps. See Greater
New York Councils, Boy Scouts of America.

‘Trail Blazer Camps, 24 W 45 St, Man 10036
[OX 7-2140] Lols Goodrich, exec dir. Camps,
Lake Mashipacong, Sussex, NJ 07461. For
needy children; agency referrals. Capacity 50
boys, 9-13 years; 90 girls, 8-16 years, Four-
week stay, July-Aug. Famlily camp for former
campers, Sept. Nonprofit. Decentralized pro-
gram emphasizing individual growth and ad-
Jjustment to group, group planning, and out-
door living.

Trexler, Camp (See Lutheran Boys’ Work
Foundation).

Tribune Fresh Air Fund (See Herald Trib-
une Fresh Air Fund).

Trinity Church, Corporation of, 74 Trinity
Pl, Man 10006 [BO 9-6640]. Camp Schlueter,
West Cornwall, Conn 06796. Dexter Stephens,
dir. For boys, 9-14 years, assoclated with
Trinity Parish. July 1-Sept 9. Stay 3 weeks.
Outdoor sports, swimming, handicrafts.
Capacity 70. No set schedule of fees. Trinity
Mountain Camp, Sharon, Conn 06069, Under
direction of a Sister of 5t Margaret, For girls
B-14 years, associated with Trinity Parish.
July 1-Labor Day. Stay 3 weeks. Outdoor
sports, swimming, handicrafts. Capacity B80.
No set schedule of fees.

Trinity Mountain Camp
Church, Corporation of).

Turkey Mountain Camp (See Child Service
League).

UOTS (See New York Philanthropic
League, UOTS).

United Order True Sisters (see New York
Philanthropic League, UOTS).

University Settlement Society 184 Eldridge
St, Man 10002 [OR 4-9120] Victor Remer,
exec dir; Ernest Greizman, camp dir. Univer-
sity Settlement Camp, Beacon, NY 12508
[914: 831-0788]. Boys and girls 7-14. Med
certificate required. July-Aug; stay 3 weeks.
Capacity 200. Some partial scholarships
available. University Settlement Work Camp,
Beacon, NY 12508 [914: 831-9788]. A service
unit of University Settlement Camp. Group
of 36 boys and girls, 15-17 years. Ten-week
seasomn.

VOA Summer Camp (See Volunteers of
America) .

Vacamas, Camp (See Camp Vacamas As-
sociation).

Vacation Camp for the Blind, Spring Val-
ley, N.Y. 10977 [914: EL 6-3003] Harry
Minkoff, exec dir. For legally blind adults
and families including children to 8 years.
Nonsectarian. Interracial, July 1-Sept. 1. Stay
2 weeks. Capacity 200 beds. Winter weekend
camping program. Capacity 200 beds, Year
round social service referral unit. Rates based
on ahility to pay.

Valeria Home, office, 1 E 42 St., Man 10017
[MU 7-3760] Margaret A. Barnes, in charge.
Resort, Oscawana, N.Y., 10561 [914: PE T-
1700] Herbert M. Garland, mgr. A nonprofit
organization. All year-round vacation and
convalescent resort for fully employed busi-
ness and professional adults. All spplications
made in person in NY office. Capacity 200.
Rates including meals: single $6-$8.50 per
day; double $14-$17 per day (2 persons).
Minimum 1 week, June 1-Nov. 1. Weekends
available Nov. 1-June 1.

Vanderbilt Girls’ Camp (See Children’s Ald
Soclety).

Victory Lake Camp (See Northeastern
Conference Corporation of Seventh-Day Ad-
ventists).

Virginia Day Nursery, Inc., 464 E. 10 St,
Man 10008 [CA. B-5220]. Summer Home,
Bernardsville, N.J. 17924. For children of the
Nursery only. July-Aug. Stay 3 weeks. Capac-
1ty 24,

Volunteers of America, The, 340 W B85 St.,
Man 10024 [SU 7-6900]. VOA Summer camp,
Arden Lake, Ridgefield, Conn. 08877T. Col.
Irene McMahon, dir. Mothers and children
apply to main office in Manhattan.

(See Trinity
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Wabenakli Camp (see Boys Brotherhood
Republic of New York).

Wagon Road Camp for Handicapped Chil-
dren (see Children’s Aid Soclety).

Wakonda, Camp (see Boys' Athletic
League).

Wallkill Camp (see Children’s Aid Soclety).

Wapanacki, Camp (see New York Institute
for the Education of the Blind).

Warren Street Community Center (see in
section Recreation: Brooklyn).

Wel-Met Camps, the (the Metropolitan
Jewish Centers Camp Association, Inc.),
Office, 31 Union Sg W, Man 10003 [AL 5-
7630] Jack R. Goldberg, exec dir; Dan Morris,
assoc exec dir and camp dir Narrowsburg Di-
vision; Bob Salmon, acting camp dir Barry-
ville Division; Richard Steinberg, 8. Morton
Altman, asst camp dirs; Ralph Kreiss, busi-
ness mgr. Camps: Cabin-centered program.
Resident med staff. Member-applicants regis-
ter through agency affiliated with New York
Metropolitan Section, National Jewish Wel-
fare Board; public at large through city office.
Fee adjustments avallable for 3-week period.
Trip program to Yellowstone National Park:
6 weeks for girls 14-16, boys 15-17. Trip pro-
gram to Europe: 6 weeks for girls 15-17, boys
16-18. Barryville division, Barryville, NY 12719
[Barryville 3541]. Narrowsburg division, Nar-
rowsburg, NY 12764 [914: AL 2-0925]. Boys
8-14, girls 8-13. Teen-Age Career (TAC) Pro-
gram for 16 girls 16 years of age interested
in exploring careers in one of the helping
professions. Supervised field work seminars,
camp program. Stay 3 weeks or 6 weeks.
Capacity: Narrowsburg Division, 700; Barry-
ville Division, 675. Silver Lake division, Nar-
rowsburg, NY 12764 [914: AL 2-9925]. Boys
and girls, 8-10 years, first-time campers.
Capacity 72. Men, women, and couples 55
years and over. Capacity 75.

White Memorial Catholic Settlement (see
Catholic Settlement Association of Brooklyn).

Wilbur Herrlich, Camp (see Lutheran
Social Bervices of Metropolitan New York).

Wildwood, Camp (see Recreation Rooms
and Settlement).

‘William H. Pouch Scout Camp (see Greater
New York Councils, Boy Scouts of America).

Williams, Camp (see Camp Williams).

Williamsburg YM-YWHA (see Young Men's
and Young Women’s Hebrew Association of
Willlamsburg) .

Willoughby House Settlement (see in sec-
tion Recreation Brooklyn).

Workmen’s Circle, 175 E. Broadway, Man
10002 [OR 4-2051]. Workmen's Circle Camp,
Hopewell Junction, NY 12533. Marvin Stel-
man, mgr. For adults and children. July-
Aug. Unlimited stay. Reduced rate for
members. Kinder-Ring, Hopewell
Junction, NY 12533. Jerry Sloane, dir. Boys
and girls 6-15 years.

Y Bileyle Tours (see Young Men’s and
Young Women'’s Hebrew Assoclation).

YDI, Camp (see Youth Development).

YM-YWHA'S (see Associated YM-YWHA's
of Greater New York, Young Men's and
Young Women's Hebrew Association, Young
Men's and Young Women's Hebrew Assocla-
tion of Willlamsburg).

Y Service Project (see Young Men's and
Young Women's Hebrew Association).

Yorkville Community Association, Ine.,
206 E 85 St, Man 10028 [RE 7-4380] Mrs.
Henry Kaufman, exec dir. Placement at rec-
ognized camps through the Yorkville Camp
Fund.

Young Men’s and Young Women's Hebrew
Assoclation, 92 St. and n Ave. Man
10028 [AT 9-2400] Carl Urbont, exec dir. ¥
Bicycle Tours. Teen-age coed trips on bicycles
for 2-, 3-, and 4-week periods under two ¥
leaders. Approximately 12 participants in
each trip. Y Bervice Project. Summer work
program for teens. (see also Surprise Lake
Camp of the Educational Alliance and Young
Men's Hebrew Association.)

Young Men's and Young Women's Hebrew



August 16, 1967

Assoclation of Greater New York (see As-
soclated YM-YWHA’s of Greater New York).

Young Men's and Young Women's Hebrew
Association of Willlamsburg Inc., 576 Bed-
ford Ave, Bklyn 11211 [EV 7-6695] Murray
Gunner, exec dir. Camp Hatikvah, Lake Co-
hasset, Bear Mountaln, NY 10911 [914: EL
1-4477] David Hirsch, dir. Boys 8-13. Stay 38
weeks. Res nurse. Capacity 170. Camp Mogen
Avraham, Barnes Lake, Central Valley, NY
10917 [914: WA 8-6037] Rabbl Ronald Green-
wald, dir. Boys 8-13. Stay 3 weeks. Res nurse,
Capacity 120.

Young Men's Christian Assoclation of
Greater New York. Camp and Outing Branch,
204 W 24 St, Man 10011 [WA 9-2084] Lloyd
E. Moore, exec dir. Holiday Hills Branch,
Pawling, NY 12564 [914: UL 5-6011] Perry
M. Sample, exec dir. Vacation and conference
center for individuals and groups. Open year
round. All kinds of outdoor activities. Rates
per day, weekend, or week on application.

Young People's Baptist Union of Brooklyn
and Long Island, Joseph A. Fernandez, Jr.,
pres. 126G Hempstead Gardens Dr., West
Hempstead, LI. 11552. Camp Sunshine Acres,
Honk Hill Rd., Napanoch, N.¥. 12458 [Ellen-
ville 1956] James Dougherty, Fresh Air dir.
90-30 80. St, Woodhaven, LI 11421. Under-
privileged children, 8-16, from Baptist
churches of Brooklyn and Long Island, July-
Aug. Stay 14 days. Bible study, outdoor
sports, handicrafts, camp fires, stunt night.
Capacity 84. Free.

Young Women’s Christlan Assoclation of
Brooklyn, Central Bldg, 30 Third Ave, Bklyn
11217 [TR 5-1190]. Robin Hood Camp for
Girls, Central Valley, NY 10917 (Bear Moun-
tain Park), Mrs. Margaret M. Lembo, dir.
Ages 8-16. Moderate rates to fit every family
budget.

Young Women’s Christian Assocliation of
the City of New York, Camp Headquarters,
610 Lexington Ave, Man 1022 [PL 5-2700]
Virginia B. Gillespie, camp dir. Quannacut
Camps, Pine Bush, NY 12566. Girls 915 years.
Stay 4 or 8 weeks. Capacity 250. Rates $175
fo- 4 weeks, $335 for season.

Youth Development, Inc., main office, 27
N. Broadway, Tarrytown, NY 10501 [914: ME
1-6110] Jim Vaus, exec dir. Camp ¥ D I, Lake
Champion, Glen Spey, NY 12737, Gary Tem-
plin, dir. Boys, 13-17 years, three 3-week
trips. No fee for members, others $256 per
week.

Youth hostels. See American Youth Hos-
tels.

Youth Leadership Camp, see New York City
Mission Society.

VIRGIN ISLANDS DISTILLATION
PLANTS

Mr, ZION. Mr, Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. SavyLor] may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, in June
of this year the Virgin Islands Water and
Power Authority announced that it had
signed a contract with the firm of
Stearns-Roger for the construction of a
1 MGD vertical evaporator distillation
plant for the island of St. Croix. At the
time of the awarding of this contract
complaints were filed by other bidders
a5 to the plant experience of the pro-
posed contractor, but these complaints
were rejected by the Virgin Islands Wa-
ter and Power Authority.

Reportedly, the authority had relied
heavily on a clean bill of health which
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the Office of Saline Water had given to
both Stearns-Roger’s capability and the
technical reliability of the long tube
vertical process with the understanding
that it had reached the point of prac-
tical commercial application. It is my
understanding OSW'’s solid endorsement
passed directly to the Governor of the
Virgin Islands as well as to the executive
director of the Virgin Islands Water and
Power Authority.

At the time this award was contem-
plated, I discussed at length with the
Assistant Secretary of Water Pollution
Control of the U.S. Department of the
Interior, Mr. Frank C. Di Luzio, my
amazement that the Office of Saline Wa-
ter would give an endorsement to the
capabilities of the bidder, not only for
the construction of the plant, but mainly
for the technical reliability of the proc-
ess for practical technical application.
At that time I had been assured by the
Assistant Secretary that in his estima-
tion the LTV process was not ready for
commercial application and even if this
question could be resolved, such a verti-
cal evaporator production plant should
not be built in the Virgin Islands.

In first opposing the distillation plant
for the Island of St. Croix, I was very
reliably informed that the Governor had
hoped to acquire the questionable Free-
port plant for St. Croix, which would
have meant a questionable savings to the
islands. At the time of my previous dis-
cussion with the Assistant Secretary for
Water Pollution Control, I was informed
that the Secretary was completely op-
posed to moving the physical plant to the
Virgin Islands or anywhere else.

In view of the conflict between the
firm approval by the Office of Saline
Water and the very positive doubts as
expressed by one of the most knowledge-
able men in the field, the Assistant Sec-
retary of Water Pollution Control, I am
still very amazed and shocked that the
Virgin Islands Water and Power Author-
ity proceeded to award a contract for
a desalination project which still has
not been recommended for practical
commercial application.

As a part of my remarks, I wish to in-
clude correspondence between the As-
sistant Secretary of Water Pollution
Control and myself on this desalting
project in the Virgin Islands.

The letter from the Assistant Secre-
tary of Water Pollution Control confirms
my belief that the present Virgin Islands
government acts in haste and repents at
leisure at the expense of the citizens of
both the Virgin Islands and the United
States.

Recently, news reports from the
islands confirm a severe water shortage
on St. Thomas and the necessity to close
down the present water distillation
plants on the island for a month because
of needed repairs and changes.

I believe the words of the president of
Harvey Aluminum to the Governor of the
Virgin Islands are very appropriate in
advising caution when buying on the
basis of the lowest bid.

Regrettably, even though the Assistant
Secretary of the Interior states the Of-
fice of Saline Water advised the Virgin
Islands Water and Power Authority only
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in a technical capacity, reports to the
contrary indicate that OSW gave solid
endorsement to the Stearns-Rogers’ ca-
pability and the reliability of the LTV
process.

The letters and an article from the
Virgin Islands Times follows:

SEVERE WATER SHORTAGE THREATENsS SrT.
THOMAS—DISTILLATION PranTs To CLOSE
FOR MoNTH

A serious water shortage problem that will
affect the entire island of St. Thomas was
announced this week by the Commissioner of
Public Works who cautioned all persons on
the potable water line to fill their cisterns
prior to the shut-down of the water distilla-
tion plants on the island.

Commissioner James Huston stated that
both distillation units, the Agua-Chem plant
installed in 1961, and the Westinghouse
plant, in operation little more than a year,
will be shut-down within two weeks.

The older plant, Huston stated, will need
complete re-tubing, and the Westinghouse
plant has, thus far, failed to meet its 1 mil-
lion gallon per day announced capacity. A
new distillation unit will be installed in this
plant.

During the month that the work is being
done on the plants, the only water available
to S8t. Thomas will be rainwater and the
water shipped in from Puerto Rico. As the
island is in the midst of a severe drought,
little rain is expected during the next month.

Currently, St. Thomas water is rationed
from 11 p.m., to 6 a.m., but with the shut-
down of the two plants, this period of ra-
tioning will be extended.

The seriousness of the St. Thomas situa-
tion again highlights the success of the water
distillation plant installed on St. Croix by
Harvey Alumina and gives added weight to
recent recommendations by Lawrence Harvey,
president of the firm, to Governor Ralph
Palewonsky regarding the proposed new gov-
ernment plant.

The unit at Harvey Alumina, also designed
to produce a million gallons of fresh water
out of sea water daily, has been producing
far above expected capacity.

Except for one minor shut-down to check
the tubing, the industrial plant has been in
constant operation, whereas the St. Thomas
unit has been closed down frequently.

The unit at the 8t. Croix plant was a joint
effort on the part of Westinghouse and Har-
vey engineers, It utilized, for the first time,
titanium, enabling the plant to exceed the
normal capacity for a plant of that size.

In a letter to the governor, Mr. Harvey
advised that the government secure the
services of an independent thermodynamic
engineer to review the technical aspects for
future plants. This man, he added, should
be completely independent of any manufac-
turer or government agency.

In volcing caution, Mr. Harvey pointed out
that experience has proven that, “when we
buy on the basis of lowest bid, the manufac-
turers cut materials and sizing to the theo-
retical minimum. This may look good on
paper but it always comes back in a de-
creased yleld and efficiency.”

Placed at the disposal of the government
were the findings of Harvey engineers, the
same who had devised the highly successful
system now in use at the plant on St. Croix.

CoNGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HousE OoF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., June 26, 1967.

Hon. Frank C. D1 Luzio,

Assistant Secreiary of Water Pollution Con-
trol, U.S. Department of the Interior,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mg. SECRETARY: I am sure you will
recall our conversation of several weeks ago
when the officlals of the Virgin Islands gov-
ernment suggested that the physical plant
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of the saline water project at Freeport, Texas,
which is presently operated by Stearn-Roger's
Company for the Office of Saline Water, be
acqguired for the Island of St. Croix. Your
comments at that time were rather adamant
as to the process involved in this particular
plant.

In view of the sbove, I was greatly amazed
and somewhat shocked to learn that the
Office of SBaline Water has given a firm en-
dorsement not only to the capabilities of the
bidder for the distillation plant to be con-
structed on Bt. Croix—being the same Stearn-

Company—but for the technical re-
Hability of the long tube vertical process of
distillation having indicated that the process
has reached the point of practical commercial
application.

It 1s my understanding that these solid
endorsements by the Office of Saline Water
were the deciding factor in the Virgin Islands
Water and Power Authority approving the
contract with Stearns-Roger's Company for
the new distillation plant at St. Crolx.

I would be interested to receive your com-
ments as to the decisions for reversing the
previous views on the process involved in this
plant, as well as to the experience which has
been obtained by the bidder to gqualify them
for the endorsement by OSW.

Sincerely,
Joun P. SaYLOR,
Member of Congress.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
Washington, D.C.

lands. As I previously informed you, I was,
and still am, completely opposed to moving
this plant to the Virgin Islands or anywhere
else, design of the Freeport plant was
b on the 1959 state-of-the-art. It has
been operated in the intervening years, first
as a demonstration plant and more recently
as an adjunct to our experimental program.
The basic plant is obsolete by the standards
of present day design; it would be cumber-
some and expensive to operate as a routine
production plant. Furthermore, the plant is
needed to support the continuing research
and development program of the Office of
Baline Water. My opposition to moving this
plant to the Virgin Islands was primarily
based upon the value of this plant as an
experimental tool and its obvious shortcom-
ings as an economic commercial production
plant,

Regarding the guestion of an OSW en-
dorsement of the Stearns- Company,
they have provided me the following infor-
mation. In response to a direct question by
officials of the Virgin Islands Government,
regarding the Stearns-Roger Company’'s capa-
bility to effectively design and construct a
1 MGD vertical evaporator, the OSW staff
informed the Virgin Islands officials that the
Stearns-Roger Company had modified and
improved the basic Freeport plant and had

and constructed the five new effects
which are just now going on stream. The
first tests of these five new effects have been
entirely satisfactory. On the basis of this
demonstrated competence, OSW stated that
Stearns-Roger was qualified to design and
construct small LTV plants.

The OSW believes the vertical evaporator
process has now reached the point of tech-
nical development where it is appropriate
to consider it for small (approximately 1
MGD) production plants., As you know, we
are continuing our development program to
further refine this process with the expecta-
tion of making further cost reductions in

i
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water produced by this process and to in-
crease the ability of industry to build large
capacity production plants. We would not yet
recommend construction of large-scale (10
MGD) production plants based on this proe-
ess. However, I am not as sure as OSW
that the LTV process is ready for commercial
application.

Even if the LTV is ready for initial com-
mercial application, I would still question the
desirability of locating the first vertical
evaporator production plant In the Virgin
Islands. We would, of course, prefer that it
could have been located at a site more con-
venient for technical support and surveil-
lance by the vendor and OSW to insure
proper operation and monitoring. However,
OSW had no grounds or the right to deny
the use of the LTV process by the Virgin
Islands. OSW merely advised the Virgin
Islands as to the technical state-of-the-art.

The specifications for the plant were pre-
pared by E, P. Eardley Consulting Engineers
of Annandale, Virginia, and hired by the
Virgin Islands. YOSW did not influence the
specification or bidding procedure in any way
other than technical corrections and sugges-
tions.

The enclosed photograph shows the five
new effects designed and constructed by
Stearns-Roger at our Freeport plant. Each
of these five effects is comparable in per-
formance and capacity to one of the older
effects in spite of their vastly reduced size.
In fact, this comparison is a good pictorial
representation of the improvement that
Stearns-Roger has effecied In thls process.

While I still have reservations about the
economies and readiness of the LTV process
for commercial application, and the fact that
this is Stearns-Rogers’ first commerclal de-
salting venture, I suppose both events were
inevitable. Only time will tell whether my
concern is well-founded.

Sincerely yours,
Frank C. D1 Luzio,
Agssistant Secretary.

I AM A TIRED AMERICAN

Mr, ZION. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr, GARDNER] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. GARDNER. Mr, Speaker, in view
of the echanging conditions in America
today, which never cease to amaze me,
I would like to read what I consider to
be a very refreshing article, with which
I am in wholehearted agreement:

“I AM A TIRED AMERICAN"

I am a tired American.

I'm tired of being called the ugly American,

I'm tired of having the world panhandlers
use my country as a whipping boy 365 days
a year.

I am a tired American—weary of having
American embassles and information centers
stoned, burned, and sacked by mobs operat-
ing under orders from dictators who preach
peace and breed conflict. . . .

I am a tired American—choked up to here
on this business of trylng to intimidate our
government by placard, picket line, and sit-
ins by the hordes of dirty unwashed who
rush to man the barricades against the forces
of law, order, and decency.

I am a tired American—w of the beat-
niks who say they should have the right to
determine what laws of the land they are
willing to obey.

I am a tired American—fed up with the
mobs of scabby-faced long-haired youths and
short-haired girls who claim they represent
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the ‘“new wave” of America and who sneer
at the old-fashioned virtues of honesty, in-
tegrity, and morality on which America grew
to greatness.

I am a tired American—weary unto death
of having my tax dollars go to dictators who
play both sides against the middle with
threats of what will happen if we cut off the
golden stream of dollars.

I am a tired American—nauseated by the
lazy do-nothings who wouldn't take & job if
you drove them to and from work in a
Rolls Royce. . . .

I am a tired American—who is getting
madder by the minute at the filth peddlers
who have launched Americans in an ob-
scenity race, who try to foist on us the belief
that filth is an integral part of culture.

I am a tired American—who is angered by
the self-righteous breastbeater critics of
America, at home and abroad, who set im-
possible for the United States,
but who never apply the same standards to
the French, the British, the Russians, the
Chinese.

I am a tired American—who resents the
pimply-faced beatniks who try to represent
Americans as the “bad guys on the black
horses.”

I am a tired American—who is weary of
some Negro leaders who, for shock purposes,
scream four-letter words in church meetings.

I am a tired American—sickened by the
slack-jawed bigots who wrap themselves in
bedsheets in the dead of night and ream the
countryside looking for innocent vietims,

I am a tired American—who dislikes clergy-
men who have made a career out of integra-
tion causes, yet send their own children to
private schools.

I am a tired American—who resents those
who try to peddle the belief in schools and
colleges that capltalism is a dirty word and
that free enterprise and private initiative are
only synonyms for greed. They say they hate
capitalismn, but they are always right at the
head of the line demanding their share of
the American way of life.

I am a tired American—who gets more
than a little bit weary of the clique in our
State Department which chooses to regard a
policy of timidity as prudent—the same
group which subscribes to a “no-win" policy
in Vietnam.

I am a tired American—real tired of those
who are trylng to sell the belief that America
is not the greatest nation in all the world—
a generous-hearted nation—a nation dedi-
cated to the policy of trying to help the
“have nots” achieve some of the good things
that our system of free enterprise brought
about.

I am an American—who gets a lump in his
throat when he hears the “Star Spangled
Banner” and who holds back tears when he
hears those chilling high notes of the brassy
trumpet when Old Glory reaches the top of
the flag pole.

I am a tired American—who wants to start
snapping at those phony “high priests” who
want us to bow down and worship their false
idols and who seek to destroy the belief that
America is the land of the free and the home
of the brave.

I am a tired American—who thanks a
merciful Lord that he was lucky to be born
an American citizen—a nation under God,
with truly mercy and justice for all.

CAPITALISM: THE UNKNOWN IDEAL

Mr, ZION. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. Asaerook] may extend his
remarks at this point in the Recorp and
inelude extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.



August 16, 1967

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr, Speaker, a
unique philosophy, “Objectivism,” has
taken root in various parts of the United
States and is most recently evidenced by
the publication of a new book, “Capi-
talism: The Unknown Ideal,” by Ayn
Rand.

Primarily the writings of Miss Rand,
the book also contains articles by Na-
thaniel Branden, Alan Greenspan, and
Robert Hessen.

In Ayn Rand's
states:

This book is not a treatise on economics.
It is a collection of essays on the moral as-
pects of capitalism.

I want to stress that our primary interest
is not politics or economics as such, but
“man’s nature and man’'s relationship to
existence”—and that we advocate capital-
ism because it is the only system geared to
the life of a rational being.

The method of capitalism’s destruction
rests on never letting the world discover
what it is that is being destroyed—or never
allowing it to be identified within the hear-
ing of the young.

The purpose of this book is to identify it.

Miss Rand is well known as the author
of the best selling works, “Atlas
Shrugged,” and “The Fountainhead,”
and states that she is not a conservative
but a “radical for capitalism.” The book
exhibits not only an intense concern, but
an intense mind providing “radical” ap-
proaches to the problem of our socialist-
capitalist system. It is a defense of cap-
italism, a system which she says, and I
think rightfully so, has never fully been
in effect, but has come the closest in the
United States.

To show the range of the book, here
is a listing of several of the 22 chapters:

What is Capitalism; The Roots of War;
America's Persecuted Minority: Big Busi-
ness; Antitrust; Common Fallacies about
Capitalism; Gold and Economic Freedom;
Notes on the History of American Free En-
terprise; Patents and Copyrights; Is Atlas
Shrugging; The Pull Peddlers; “Extremism,”
of The Art of Smearing; The Obliteration
of Capltalism; Conservatism: An Obituary;
The New Fascism: Rule by Consensus; and
The Cashing-in: The Student Rebellion.

I would like to include three articles
from the book which I think are espe-
cially thought provoking; the first chap-
ter of ihe book, “What Is Capitalism,”
and two articles from the appendix,
“Man’s Rights” and “The Nature of Gov-
ernment.”

Why are these chapters worth reading?
In her introduction, Miss Rand states:

No politico-economic system in history has
ever proved its value so eloquently or has
benefited mankind so greatly as capitalism—
and none has ever been attacked so savagely,
viclously, and blindly. The flood of misinfor-
mation, misrepresentation, distortion, and
out right falsehood about capitalism is such
that the young people of today have no idea
(and virtually no way of discovering any
idea) of its actual nature.

The chapters follow:
[From the book “Capitalism—The Unknown

Ideal”]

1. WHAT Is CAPITALISM?
(By Ayn Rand)

The disintegration of philosophy in the
nineteenth century and its collapse in the
twentleth have led to a similar, though much
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introduction, she
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slower and less obvious, process in the course
of modern sclence.

Today's frantic development in the field of
technology has a quality reminiscent of the
days preceding the economic crash of 19209;
riding on the momentum of the past, on the
unacknowledged remnants of an Aristotellan
epistemology, it is a hectic, feverish expan-
sion, heedless of the fact that its theoretical
account is long since overdrawn—that in the
field of scientific theory, unable to integrate
or interpret their own data, scientists are
abetting the resurgence of a primitive mysti-
cism. In the humanities, however, the crash is
past, the depression has set in, and the col-
lapse of science is all but complete.

The clearest evidence of it may be seen in
such comparatively young sciences as psy-
chology and political economy, In psychology,
one may observe the attempt to study human
behavior without reference to the fact that
man is conscious. In political economy, one
may observe the attempt to study and to de-
vise soclal systems without reference to man.

It is philosophy that defines and establishes
the epistemological criteria to guide human
knowledge in general and specific sclences In
particular. Political economy came into
prominence in the nineteenth century, in the
era of philosophy’s post-EKantian disintegra-
tion, and no one rose to check its premises or
to challenge its base. Implicitly, unecritically,
and by default, political economy accepted as
its axioms the fundamental tenets of collec-
tivism.

Political economists—including the advo-
cates of capitalism—defined their science as
the study of the management or direction
or organization or manipulation of a “com-
munity’s” or a nation’s “resources.” The na-
ture of these “resources” was not defined;
their communal ownership was taken for
granted—and the goal of political economy
was assumed to be the study of how to utilize
these “resources” for “the common good.”

The fact that the principal “resource™
involved was man himself, that he was an
entity of a specific nature with specific ca~-
pacities and requirements, was given the
most superficial attention, if any. Man was
regarded simply as one of the factors of
production, along with land, forests, or
mines—as one of the less significant factors,
since more study was devoted to the influ-
ence and quality of these others than to his
role or quality.

Political economy was, in effect, a science
starting in midstream: it observed that men
were producing and trading, it took for
granted that they had always done so and
always would—Iit accepted this fact as the
given, requiring no further consideration—
and 1t addressed itself to the problem of how
to devise the best way for the “community”
to dispose of human effort.

There were many reasons for this tribal
view of man. The morality of altruism was
one; the growing dominance of political
statism among the intellectuals of the nine-
teenth century was another. Psychologically,
the main reason was the soul-body dichot-
omy permeating European culture: material
production was regarded as a demeaning
task of a lower order, unrelated to the con-
cerns of man’s intellect, a task assigned to
slaves or serfs since the beginning of re-
corded history. The institution of serfdom
had lasted, in one form or another, till well
into the nineteenth century; it was abol-
ished, politically, only by the advent of cap-
italism; politically, but not intellectually.

The concept of man as a free, independent
individual was profoundly alien to the cul-
ture of Europe. It was a tribal culture down
to its roots; in European thinking, the tribe
was the entity, the unit, and man was only
one of its expendable cells. This applied to
rulers and serfs alike: the rulers were be-
lieved to hold thelr privileges only by virtue
of the services they rendered to the tribe,
services regarded as of a noble order, namely,
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armed force or military defense. But a noble-
man was as much chattel of the tribe as a
serf: his life and property belonged to the
king. It must be remembered that the insti-
tution of private property, in the full, legal
meaning of the term, was brought into exist-
ence only by capitalism. In the pre-capitalist
eras, private property existed de facto, but
not de jure, i.e., by custom and sufferance,
not by right or by law. In law and in prin-
ciple, all property belonged to the head of
the tribe, the king, and was held only by his
permission, which could be revoked at any
time, at his pleasure. (The king could and
did expropriate the estates of recalcitrant
noblemen throughout the course of Europe’s
history.)

The American philosophy of the Rights of
Man was never grasped fully by European
intellectuals. Europe’s predominant idea of
emancipation consisted of changing the con-
cept of man as a slave of the absolute state
embodied by a king, to the concept of man as
a slave of the absolute state embodied by
“the people”—l.e. switching from slavery to
a tribal chief into slavery to the tribe. A non-
tribal view of existence could not penetrate
the mentalities that regarded the privilege
of ruling material producers by physical force
as a badge of nobility.

Thus Europe's thinkers did not notice the
fact that during the nineteenth century, the
galley slaves had been replaced by the in-
ventors of steamboats, and the village black-
smiths by the owners of blast furnaces, and
they went on thinking in such terms (such
contradictions in terms) as “wage slavery” or
“the antisocial selfishness of industrialists
who take so much from society without giv-
ing anything in return—on the unchal-
lenged axiom that wealth is an anonymous,
social, tribal product.

That notion has not been challenged to
this day; it represents the implicit assump-
tion and the base of contemporary political
economy.

As an example of this view and its conse-
quences, I shall cite the article on “Capi-
talism™ in the Encyclopaedia Britannica. The
article gives no definition of its subject; it
opens as follows:

“Capitalism, a term used to denote the eco-
nomic system that has been dominant in the
western world since the breakup of feu-
dalism. Fundamental to any system called
capitalist are the relatlons between private
owners of nonpersonal means of production
(land, mines, industrial plants, etc., collec-
tively known as capital) [itallcs mine] and
free but capitalless workers, who sell their
labour services to employers. . . . The result-
ing wage bargains determine the proportion
in which the total product of soclety will be
shared between the class of labourers and the
class of capitalist entrepreneurs.”

(I quote from Galt’s speech in Atlas
Shrugged, from a passage describing the
tenets of collectivism: "An Industrialist—
blank-out—there is no such person, A fac-
tory is a ‘natural resource,’ like a tree, a rock
or & mud-puddle.”)

The success of capitalism is explained by
the Britannica as follows:

“Productive use of the ‘social surplus’ was
the special virtue that enabled capltalism to
outstrip all prior economic systems. Instead
of building pyramids and cathedrals, those in
command of the social surplus chose to in-
vest in ships, warehouses, raw materials,
finished goods and other material forms of
wealth, The social surplus was thus con-
verted into enlarged productive capacity.”

This is said about a time when Europe’s
population subsisted in such poverty that
child mortality approached fifty percent, and
periodic famines wiped out the “surplus”
population which the precapitalist econo-

yclop Brit 1
Pp. 839-845.

, 1864, Vol. IV,
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mies were unable to feed. Yet, making no dis-
tinction between tax-expropriated and in-
dustrially produced wealth, the Britannica
asserts that it was the surplus wealth of that
time that the early capitalists “commanded”
and “chose to Invest"—and that this invest-
ment was the cause of the stupendous pros-
perity of the age that followed.

What is a “social surplus”? The article gives
no definition or explanation. A *“surplus”
presupposes & norm; if subsistence on a
chronic starvation level is above the implied
norm, what is that norm? The article does
not answer.

There is, of course, no such thing as a
“social surplus.” All wealth is produced by
somebody and belongs to somebody. And
“the special virtue that enabled capitalism to
outstrip all prior economic systems” was free-
dom (a concept eloquently absent from the
Britannica’s account), which led, not to the
expropriation, but to the creation of wealth.

I shall have more to say later about that
disgraceful article (disgraceful on many
counts, not the least of which is scholar-
ship). At this point, I quoted it only as a
succinct example of the tribal premise that
underlies today's political economy. That
premise is shared by the enemies and the
champions of capitalism alike; it provides
the former with a certain inner consistency,
and disarms the latter by a subtle, yet devas-
tating aura of moral hypocrisy—as witness,
their attempts to justify capitalism on the
ground of “the common good” or “service to
the consumer” or “the best allocation of re-
sources.” (Whose resources?)

If capitalism is to be understood, it is this
tribal premise that has to be checked—and
challenged.

Mankind is not an entity, an organism, or
a coral bush. The entity involved in produc-
tion and trade is man. It is with the study
of man—not of the loose aggregate known
as a “community”—that any science of the
humanities has to begin.

This issue represents one of the epistemo-
logical differences between the humanities
and the physical sciences, one of the causes
of the former's well-earned inferiority com-
plex in regard to the latter. A physical sci-
ence would not permit itself (not yet, at
least) to ignore or bypass the nature of its
subject. Such an attempt would mean: a sci-
ence of astronomy that gazed at the sky,
but refused to study individual stars, planets,
and satellities—or a science of medicine that
studied disease, without any knowledge or
criterion of health, and took, as its basic
subject of study, a hospital as a whole, never
focusing on individual patients.

A great deal may be learned about society
by studying man; but this process cannot be
reversed: nothing can be learned about man
by studying society—by studying the inter-
relationships of entities one has never iden-
tified or defined. Yet that is the methodology
adopted by most political economists. Their
attitude, In effect, amounts to the unstated,
implicit postulate: “Man is that which fits
economic equations.” Since he obviously does
not, this leads to the curious fact that in
spite of the practical nature of their science,
political economists are oddly unable to re-
late their abstractions to the concretes of
actual existence.

It leads also to a baflling sort of double
standard or double perspective in their way
of viewing men and events: if they observe
a shoemaker, they find no difficulty in con-
cluding that he is working in order to make
a living; but as political economists, on the
tribal premise, they declare that his purpose
(and duty) is to provide society with shoes.
If they observe a panhandler on a street
corner, they identify him as a bum; in politi-
cal economy, he becomes “a sovereign con-
sumer,” If they hear the communist doctrine
that all property should belong to the state,
they reject it emphatically and feel, sincerely,
that they would fight communism to the
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death; but in political economy, they speak
of the government's duty to effect “a fair
redistribution of wealth, and they speak of
businessmen as the best, most efliclent
trustees of the nation’s “natural resources.”

This is what a basic premise (and phil-
osophical negligence) will do; this is what
the tribal premise has done.

To reject that premise and begin at the
beginning—in one’s approach to political
economy and to the evaluation of various
soclal systems—one must begin by identify-
ing man’s nature, i.e., those essential char-
acteristics which distinguish him from all
other living species.

Man's essential characteristic is his ra-
tional faculty. Man's mind is his basic means
of survival—his only means of gaining
knowledge.

Man cannot survive, as animals do, by the
guidance of mere percepts. . . . He cannot
provide for his simplest physical needs with-
out a process of thought. He needs a process
of thought to discover how to plant and
grow his food or how to make weapons for
hunting. His precepts might lead him to a
cave, if one is available—but to build the
simplest shelter, he needs a process of
thought. No percepts and no “instincts” will
tell him how to light a fire, how to weave
cloth, how to forge tools, how to make a
wheel, how to make an airplane, how to per-
form an appendectomy, how to produce an
electric light bulb or an electronic tube or
a cyclotron or a box of matches. Yet his
life depends on such knowledge—and only a
volitional act of his consclousness, a process
of thought, can provide it.2

A process of thought is an enormously
complex process of ldentification and in-
tegration, which only an individual mind
can perform. There is no such thing as a
collective brain. Men can learn from one
another, but learning requires a process of
thought on the part of every individual stu-
dent. Men can cooperate in the discovery
of new knowledge, but such cooperation re-
quires the independent exercise of this
rational faculty by every individual scientist,
Man is the only living species that can trans-
mit and expand his store of knowledge from
generation to generation; but such trans-
mission requires a process of thought on the
part of the individual recipients. As witness,
the breakdowns of civilization, the dark ages
in the history of mankind's progress, when
the accumulated knowledge of centurles
vanished from the lives of men who were
unable, unwilling, or forbidden to think.

In order to sustaln its life, every living
speclies has to follow a certain course of ac-
tion required by its nature. The action re-
quired to sustain human life is primarily in-
tellectual: everything man needs has to be
discovered by his mind and produced by his
effort. Production is the application of rea-
son to the problem of survival.

If some men do not choose to think, they
can survive only by imitating and repeat-
ing a routine of work discovered by others—
but those others had to discover it, or none
would have survived. If some men do not
choose to think or to work, they can survive
(temporarily) only by looting the goods pro-
duced by others—but those others had to
produce them or none would have survived.
Regardless of what choice is made, in this
issue, by any man or by any number of
men, regardless of what blind, irrational, or
evil course they may choose to pursue—the
fact remains that reason Is man's means of
survival and that men prosper or fail, sur-
vive or perish in proportion to the degree of
thelr rationality.

Since knowledge, thinking, and rational
action are properties of the individual, since
the choice to exercise his rational faculty
or not depends on the individual, man’s

2 Ayn Rand, “The Objectivist Ethics,” in
The Virtue of Selfishness.
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survival requires that those who think be
free of the interference of those who don't.
Since men are neither omniscient nor in-
fallible, they must be free to agree or dis-
agree, to cooperate or to pursue their own
independent course, each according to his
own rational judgment. Freedom is the
fundamental requirement of man’s mind.

A rational mind does not work under com-
pulsion; it does not subordinate its grasp of
reality to anyone's orders, directives, or con-
trols; it does not sacrifice its knowledge, its
view of the truth, to anyone’s opinions,
threats, wishes, plans, or “welfare.” Such a
mind may be hampered by others, it may be
silenced, proscribed, imprisoned, or de-
stroyed; it cannot be forced; a gun is not an
argument. (An example and symbol of this
attitude is Galileo.)

It is from the work and the inviolate in-
tegrity of such minds—from the intransigent
innovators—that all of mankind’s knowledge
and achievements have come. (See The Foun-
tainhead.) It is to such minds that mankind
owes its survival. (See Atlas Shrugged.)

The same principle applies to all men, on
every level of ability and ambition. To the
extent that a man is guided by his rational
judgment, he acts in accordance with the
requirements of his nature and, to that ex-
tent, succeeds in achieving a human form
of survival and well-being; to the extent
that he acts irrationally, he acts as his own
destroyer.

The social recognition of man's rational
nature—of the connection between his sur-
vival and his use of reason—is the concept
of individual rights.

I shall remind you that “rights” are a
moral principle defining and sanctioning a
man's freedom of action in a social context,
that they are derived from man's nature as
a rational being and represent a necessary
condition of his particular mode of survival.
I shall remind you also that the right to life
is the source of all rights, including the right
to property.?

In regard to political economy, this last
requires speclal emphasis: man has to work
and produce in order to support his life. He
has to support his life by his own effort and
by the guidance of his own mind. If he can-
not dispose of the product of his effort, he
cannot dispose of his effort; if he cannot
dispose of his effort, he cannot dispose of
his life. Without property rights, no other
rights can be practiced.

Now, bearing these facts in mind, consider
the question of what social system is appro-
priate to man.

A social system is a set of moral-political-
economic principles embodied in a soclety's
laws, institutions, and government, which
determine the relationships, the terms of as-
sociation, among the men living in a given
geographical area. It is obvious that these
terms and relationships depend on an identi-
fication of man's nature, that they would be
different if they pertain to a society of ra-
tional beings or to a colony of ants. It is
obvious that they will be radically different
if men deal with one another as free, inde-
pendent individuals, on the premise that
every man is an end in himself—or as mem-
bers of a pack, each regarding the others as
the means to his ends and to the ends of “the
pack as a whole.”

There are only two fundamental questions
(or two aspects of the same gquestion) that
determine the nature of any social system:
Does a soclal system recognize individual
rights?—and: Does a social system ban physi-
cal force from human relationships? The an-
swer to the second question is the practical
implementation of the answer to the first.

Is man a sovereign individual who owns

i For a fuller discussion of rights, I refer
you to my articles “Man’s Rights” in the ap-
pendix, and “Collectivized ‘Rights'” in The
Virtue of Selfishness.
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his person, his mind, his life, his work and
its products—or is he the property of the
tribe (the state, the society, the collective)
that may dispose of him in any way it
pleases, that may dictate his convictions, pre-
scribe the course of his life, control his work
and expropriate his products? Does man have
the right to exist for his own sake—or is he
born in bondage, as an indentured servant
who must keep buying his life by serving the
tribe but can never acquire it free and clear?

This is the first question to answer. The
rest is consequences and practical imple-
mentations. The basic issue is only: Is man
free?

In mankind’s history, capitalism is the
only system that answers: Yes,

Capitalism is a social system based on the
recognition of individual rights, including
property rights, in which all property is pri-
vately owned.

The recognition of individual rights entaills
the banishment of physical force from hu-
man relationships; basically, rights can be
violated only by means of force. In a capitalist
society no man or group may initiate the use
of physical force against others. The only
function of the government, in such a so-
clety, is the task of pro man's rights,
i.e., the task of protecting him from physical
force; the government acts as the agent of
man's right of self-defense, and may use
force only in retaliation and only against
those who initiate its use; thus the govern-
ment is the means of placing the retaliatory
use of force under objective control.t

It is the baslc, metaphysical fact of man’'s
nature—the connection between his survival
and his use of reason—that capitallsm recog-
nizes and protects.

In a capitalist society, all human relation-
ships are voluniary. Men are free to cooperate
or not, to deal with one another or not, as
their own individual judgments, convictions,
and interests dictate. They can deal with
one another only in terms of and by means
of reason, i.e, by means of discussion, per-
suasion, and contractual agreement, by vol-
untary choice to mutual benefit. The right
to agree with others is not a problem in any
soclety; it is the right to disagree that is
crucial. It is the institution of private prop-
erty that protects and implements the right
to disagree—and thus keeps the road open
to man’s most valuable attribute (valuable
personally, social and objectively) : the cre-
ative mind.

This is the cardinal difference between
capitalism and collectivism.

The power that determines the establish-
ment, the changes, the evolution, and the
destruction of soclal systems is philosophy.
The role of chance, accident, or tradition, in
this context, is the same as their role in the
life of an individual: their power stands in
inverse ratio to the power of a culture’s (or
an individual’s) philosophical equipment,
and grows as philosophy collapses. It is,
therefore, by reference to philosophy that
the character of a social system has to be
defined and evaluated. Corresponding to the
four branches of philosophy, the four key-
stones of capitalism are: metaphysically, the
requirements of man’s nature and survival—
eplstemologically, reason—ethically, individ-
ual rights—politically, freedom.

This, in substance, iz the base of the
proper approach to political economy and to
an understanding of capitalism—not the
tribal premise inherited from prehistorical
traditions.

The “practical” justification of capitalism
does not lie in the collectivist claim that it
effects “the best allocation of national re-
sources.” Man is nof a “national resource”
and neither is his mind—and without the
creative power of man's intelligence, raw

‘For a fuller discussion of this subject,
see my article “The Nature of Government™
in the appendix.
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materials remain just so many useless raw
materials.

The moral justification of capitalism does
not lie in the altruist claim that it repre-
sents the best way to achieve “the common
good.” It is true that capitallsm does—if
that catch-phrase has any meaning—but this
is merely a secondary consequence. The moral
Justification of capitalism lies in the fact
that it is the only system consonant with
man's rational nature, that it protects man’s
survival gua man, and that its ruling prin-
ciple is: justice.

Every social system 1s based, explicitly, on
some theory of ethics. The tribal notion
of “the common good"” has served as the
moral justification of most social systems—
and of all tyrannies—in history. The degree
of a soclety's enslavement or freedom cor-
responded to the degree to which that tribal
slogan was invoked or ignored.

“The common good" (or “the public inter-
est”) is an undefined and undefinable con-
cept: there is no such entity as “the tribe”
or “the public”; the tribe (or the public or
soclety) is only a number of individual men.
Nothing can be good for the tribe as such;
“good” and “value” pertains only to a Hving
organism—to an individual living organism—
not to a disembodied aggregate of relation-
ships.

“The common good” is a meaningless con-
cept, unless taken literally, in which case its
only possible meaning is: the sum of the
good of all the individual men involved. But
in that case, the concept is meaningless as
a moral criterion: it leaves open the ques-
tion of what is the good of individual men
and how does one determine it?

It is not, however, in its literal meaning
that that concept is generally used. It is ac~
cepted precisely for its elastic, undefinable,
mystical character which serves, not as a
moral guide, but as an escape from morality.
Since the good is not applicable to the dis-
embodied, it becomes a moral blank check
for those who attempt to embody it.

When “the common good™ of a society is
regarded as something apart from and su-
perior to the individual good of its members,
it means that the good of some men takes
precedence over the good of others, with
those others consigned to the status of sac-
rificial animals. It is tacitly assumed, in such
cases, that “the common good” means “the
good of the majority” as against the minority
or the individual. Observe the significant
fact that that assumption is tacift: even
the most collectivized mentalities seem to
sense the impossibility of justifying it moral-
ly. But “the good of the majority,” too, is
only a pretense and a delusion: since, in fact,
the violation of an individual’s rights means
the abrogation of all rights, it delivers the
helpless majority into the power of any gang
that procaims itself to be “the volce of so-
clety” and proceeds to rule by means of
physical force, until deposed by another gang
employing the same means.

If one begins by defining the good of indi-
vidual men, one will accept as proper only a
society in which that good is achleved and
achievable. But if one begins by mepung
“the common good” as an axiom and
ing individual good as its possible but not
necessary consequence (not necessary in any
particular case), one ends up with such a
gruesome absurdity as Soviet Russia, a coun-
iry professedly dedicated to “the common
good,” where, with the exception of a minus-
cule clique of rulers, the entire population
has existed in subhuman misery for over two
generations.

Whet makes the vietims and, worse, the
observers accept this and other similar his-
torical atrocities, and still cling to the myth
of “the common good”? The answer lies in
philosophy—in philosophical theories on the
nature of moral values.

There are, in essence, three schools of
thought on the nature of the good: the in-

22805

trinsie, the subjective, and the objective. The
intrinsic theory holds that the good is inher-
ent in certain things or actions as such, re-
gardless of their context and consequences,
regardless of any benefit or injury they may
cause to the actors and subjects involved.
It is a theory that divorces the concept of
“good” from beneficiaries, and the concept
of “value” from valuer and purpose—claim-
ing that the good is good in, by, and of itself.

The subjectivist theory holds that the good
bears no relation to the facts of reality, that
it is the product of a man’s consclousness,
created by his feelings, desires, “intuitions,”
or whims, and that it is merely an “arbitrary
postulate” or an “emotional commitment.”

The intrinsic theory holds that the good
resides in some sort of reality, independent
of man’s consciousness; the subjectivist
theory holds that the good resides in man's
consciousness, independent of reality.

The objective theory holds that the good is
neither an attribute of “things in them-
selves” nor of man's emotional states, but an
evaluation of the facts of reality by man’s
consciousness according to a rational stand-
ard of walue. (Rational, in this context,
means: derived from the facts of reality and
validated by a process of reason.) The objec~
tive theory hold that the good is an aspect
of reality in relation to man—and that it
must be discovered, not invented, by man.
Fundamental to an objective theory of values
is the question: Of value to whom and for
what? An objective theory does not permit
context-dropping or “concept-stealing™; it
does not permit the separation of “value™
from “purpose,” of the good from benefici-
aries, and of man’s actions from reason.

Of all the social systems in mankind’s his-
tory, capitalism is the only system based on
an objective theory of values.

The intrinsic theory and the subjectivist
theory (or a mixture of both) are the neces-
sary base of every dictatorship, tyranny, or
variant of the absolute state. Whether they
are held consciously or subconsciously—in
the explicit form of a philosopher's treatise
or in the implicit chaos of its echoes in an
average man’'s feelings—these theorles make
it possible for a man to believe that the good
is independent of man's mind and can be
achieved by physical force.

If a man believes that the good is intrinsic
in certain actions, he will not hesitate to
force others to perform them, If he believes
that the human benefit or injury caused by
such actions iz of no significance, he will
regard a sea of blood as of no significance.
If he believes that the beneficiaries of such
actions are irrelevant (or interchangeable),
he will regard wholesale slaughter as his
moral duty in the service of a “higher” good.
It is the intrinsic theory of values that pro-
duces a Robespierre, a Lenin, a Stalin, or a
Hitler, It is not an accident that Eichmann
was a Kantian.

If a man believes that the good is a mat-
ter of arbitrary, subjective choice, the 1ssue
of good or evil becomes, for him, an issue of:
my feelings or theirs? No bridge, understand-
ing, or communication is possible to him.
Reason 1s the only means of communication
among men, and an objectively perceivable
reality is their only common frame of refer-
ence; when these are invalidated (i.e., held
to be irrelevant) in the field of morality,
force becomes men’s only way of dealing with
one another. If the subjectivist wants to
pursue some social ideal of his own, he feels
morally entitled to force men “for their own
good,” since he feels that he is right and that
there is nothing to oppose him but their
misguided feelings.

Thus, in practice, the proponents of the
intrinsic and the subjectivist schools meet
and blend, (They blend in terms of the psy-
choepistemology as well: by what means do
the moralism of the intrinsic school dis-
cover their transcendental “good,” if not by
means of speclal, non-rational intuitions and
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revelations, i.e., by means of their feelings?)
It is doubtful whether anyone can hold el-
ther of these theories as an actual, if mis-
taken, conviction, But both serve as a ra-
tlonalization of power-lust and of rule by
brute force, unleashing the potentlal dic-
tator and disarming his vietims.

The objective theory of values is the only
moral theory incompatible with rule by force.
Capitalism is the only system based implic-
itly on an objective theory of values—and
the historic tragedy ls that this has never
been made explicit.

If one knows that the good is objective—
i.e., determined by the nature of reality, but
to be discovered by man's mind—one knows
that an attempt to achieve the good by physi-
cal force is a monstrous contradiction which
negates morality at its root by destroying
man's capacity to recognize the good, ie.,
his capacity to value. Force invalidates and
paralyzes a man’s judgment, demanding that
he act against it, thus rendering him moral-
ly impotent. A value which one is forced to
accept at the price of surrendering one's
mind, is not a value to anyone; the forcibly
mindless can neither judge nor choose nor
value. An attempt to achleve the good by
force is like an attempt to provide a man
with a picture gallery at the price of cutting
out his eyes. Values cannot exist (cannot be
valued) outside the full context of a man’s
life, needs, goals, and knowledge.

The objective view of values permentes the
entire structure of a capitalist society.

The recognition of individual rights im-
plies the recognition of the fact that the
good is not an ineffable abstraction in some
supernatural dimension, but a value pertain-
ing to reality, to this earth, to the lives of
individual human beings (note the right to
the pursuit of happiness). It implies that the
good cannot be divorced from beneficiaries,
that men are not to be regarded as inter-
changeable, and that no man or tribe may
attempt to achieve the good of some at the
price of the immolation of others.

The free market represents the social appli-
cation of an objective theory of values. Since
values are to be discovered by man's mind,
men must be free to discover them—to think,
to study, to translate their knowledge into
physical form, to offer their products for
trade, to judge them, and to choose, be it
material goods or ideas, a loaf of bread or a
philosophical treatise. Since values are estab-
lished contextually, every man must judge
for himself, in the context of his own knowl-
edge, goals, and interests, Since values are
determined by the nature of reality, it is
reality that serves as men’s ultimate arbiter:
if a man's judgment is right, the rewards
are his; if it 1s wrong, he is his only victim.

It i1s in regard to a free market that the
distinction between an intrinsic, subjective,
and objective view of values is particularly
important to understand. The market value
of a product Is not an intrinsic value, not
a “value in itself” hanging in a vacuum. A
free market never loses sight of the question:
Of value fo whom? And, within the broad
field of objectivity, the market value of a
product does not reflect its philosophically
objective value, but only its socially objec-
tive value,

By “philosophically objective,” I mean a
value estimated from the standpoint of the
best possible to man, i.e., by the criterion
of the most rational mind possessing the
greatest knowledge, in a given category, in a
given period, and in a defined context (noth-
ing can be estimated in an undefined con-
text). For instance, it can be rationally
proved that the airplane 1s objectively of
immeasurably greater value to man (to man
at his best) than the bicycle—and that the
works of Victor Hugo are objectively of im-
measurably greater value than true-confes-
sion magazines, But if a given man’s intel-
lectual potential can barely manage to enjoy
true confessions, there is no reason why his
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meager earnings, the product of his effort,
should be spent on books he cannot read—
or on subsldizing the airplane industry, if
his own transportation needs do not extend
beyond the range of a bicycle. (Nor is there
any reason why the rest of mankind should
be held down to the level of his literary taste,
his engineering capacity, and his income.
Values are not determined by fiat nor by
majority vote.)

Just as the number of its adherents is not
a proof of an idea’s truth or falsehood, of
an art work’s merlt or demerit, of a product’s
efficacy or inefficacy—so the free-market value
of goods or services does not necessarily
represent their philosophically objective
value, but only their socially objective value,
i.e., the sum of the individual judgments of
all the men involved in trade at a given time,
the sum of what they valued, each in the
context of his own life.

Thus, & manufacturer of lipstick may well
make a greater fortune than a manufacturer
of microscopes—even though it can be ra-
tionally demonstrated that microscopes
are scientifically more valuable than lip-
stick. But—valuable to whom?

A microscope is of mo value to a little
stenographer struggling to make a living;
a lipstick is; a lipstick, to her, may mean the
difference between self-confidence and self-
doubt, between glamour and drudgery.

This does not mean, however, that the
values ruling a free market are subjective.
If the stenographer spends all her money on
cosmetics and has none left to pay for the
use of a microscope (for a visit to the doctor)
when she needs it, she learns a better method
of budgeting her income; the free market
serves as her teacher: she has no way to
penalize others for her mistakes. If she
budgets rationally, the microscope is always
available to serve her own specific needs and
no more, as far as she is concerned: she is
not taxed to support an entire hospital, a
research laboratory, or a space ship’s journey
to the moon. Within her own productive
power, she does pay a part of the cost of
scientific achlievements, when and as she
needs them. She has no “social duty,” her
own life is her only responsibility—and the
only thing that a capitalist system requires
of her is the thing that nature requires:
rationality, i.e., that she live and act to the
best of her own judgment.

Within every category of goods and serv-
ices offered on a free market, it is the pur-
veyor of the best product at the cheapest
price who wins the greatest financial re-
wards in that field—not automatically nor
immediately nor by flat, but by virtue of
the free market, which teaches every partici-
pant to look for the objective best within the
category of his own competence, and penal-
izes those who act on Iirrational
considerations.

Now observe that a free market does not
level men down to some common denomi-
nator—that the intellectual criteria of the
majority do not rule a free market or a free
soclety—and that the exceptional men, the
innovators, the intellectual , are not
held down by the majority. In fact, it is the
members of this exceptional minority who
Hft the whole of a free society to the level
of thelr own achievements, while rising fur-
ther and ever further,

A free market is a continuous process that
cannot be held still, an upward process that
demands the best (the most rational) of
every man and rewards him accordingly.
While the majority have barely assimilated
the value of the automobile, the creative
minority introduces the airplane. The ma~-
jority learn by demonstration, the minority
is free to demonstrate. The “philosophiecally
objective” value of a new product serves as
the teacher for those who are willing to
exercise their rational faculty, each to the
extent of his ability. Those who are unwilling
remain unrewarded—as well as those who

August 16, 1967

aspire to more than their ability produces.
The stagnant, the irrational, the subjectivist
have no power to stop their betters.

(The small minority of adults who are
unable rather than unwilling to work, have
to rely on voluntary charity; misfortune is
not a claim to slave labor; there is no such
thing as the right to consume, control, and
destroy those without whom one would be
unable to survive. As to depressions and mass
unemployment, they are not caused by the
free market, but by government interference
into the economy.)

The mental parasites—the imitators who
attempt to cater to what they think is the
public’s known taste—are constantly being
beaten by the innovators whose products
raise the public’s knowledge and taste to ever
higher levels. It is in this sense that the free
market is ruled, not by the consumers, but
by the producers. The most successful ones
are those who discover new fields of produc-
tion, fields which had not been known to
exist.

A given product may not be appreciated at
once, particularly if it is too radical an in-
novation; but, barring irrelevant accidents, it
wins in the long run. It is in this sense that
the free market is not ruled by the intellec-
tual criteria of the majority, which prevail
only at and for any given moment; the free
market is ruled by those who are able to see
and plan long-range—and the better the
mind, the longer the range.

The economic value of a man’s work is de-
termined, on a free market, by a single prin-
ciple: by the voluntary consent of those who
are willing to trade him their work or prod-
ucts in return. This is the moral meaning of
the law of supply and demand; it represents
the total rejection of two viclous doctrines:
the tribal premise and altruism. It represents
the recognition of the fact that man is not
the property nor the servant of the tribe,
that a man works in order to support his own
life—as, by his nature, he must—that he has
to be guided by his own rational self-interest,
and if he wants to trade with others, he can-
not expect sacrificial victims, l.e., he cannot
expect to receive values without trading com-
mensurate values in return. The sole crite-
rion of what is commensurate, in this con-
text, is the free, voluntary, uncoerced judg-
ment of the traders.

The tribal mentalities attack this principle
from two seemingly opposite sides: they
claim that the free market Is “unfair” both
to the genius and to the average man, The
first objection is usually expressed by a ques-
tion such as: “Why should Elvis Presley
make more money than Einstein?” The an-
swer is: Because men work in order to sup-
port and enjoy their own lives—and if many
men find value in Elvis Presley, they are en-
titled to spend their money on their own
pleasure, Presley’s fortune is not taken from
those who do not care for his work (I am
one of them) nor from Einsteln—nor does
he stand in Einstein's way—nor does Ein-
stein lack proper recognition and support in
a free soclety, on an appropriate intellectual
level.

As to the second objection, the claim that
a man of average ability suffers an “unfair”
disadvantage on a free market—

“Look past the range of the moment, you
who cry that you fear to compete with men
of superlor intelligence, that their mind is
a threat to your llvelihood, that the strong
leave no chance to the weak :n a market of
voluntary trade. ... When you live in a ra-
tional society, where men are free to trade,
you receive an incalculable bonus: the mate-
rial value of your work is determined not
only by your effort, but by the effort of the
best productive minds who exist in the world
around you. ...

“The machine, the frozen form of a living
intelligence, is the power that expands the
potential of your life by raising the produc-
tivity of your time, . . . Every man is free
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to rise as far as he’s able or willing, but it’s
only the degree to which he thinks that de-
termines the degree to which he’ll rise. Phys~
ical labor as such can extend no further
than the range of the moment. The man who
does no more than physical labor, consumes
the material value-equivalent of his own
contribution to the process of production,
and leaves no further value, neither for him-
self nor others. But the man who produces
an idea in any field of rational endeavor—
the man who discovers new knowledge—is
the permanent benefactor of humanity. . . .
It is only the value of an idea that can be
shared with unlimited numbers of men, mak=-
ing all sharers richer at no one's sacrifice
or loss, ralsint the productive capacity of
whatever labor they perform. . ..

“In proportion to the mental energy he
spent, the man who creates a new invention
receives but a small percentage of his value
in terms of material payment, no matter
what fortune he makes, no matter what mil-
lions he earns. But the man who works as a
janitor in the factory producing that inven-
tion, receives an enormous payment in pro-
portion to the mental effort that his job re-
quires of him. And the same is true of all
men between, on all levels of ambition and
ability. The man at the top of the intellec-
tual pyramid contributes the most to all
those below him, but gets nothing except his
material payment, receiving no intellectual
bonus from others to add to the value of his
time. The man at the bottom who, left to
himself, would starve in his hopeless in-
eptitude, contributes nothing to those above
him, but receives the bonus of all of their
braink. Such is the nature of the ‘competi-
tlon’ between the strong and the weak of the
intellect, Such is the pattern of ‘exploitation’
for which you have damned the strong.
(Atlas Shrugged)™

And such is the relationship of capitalism
to man's mind and to man’'s survival.

The magnificent progress achieved by cap-
italism in a brief span of time—the spectacu-
lar improvement in the conditions of man's
existence on earth—is a matter of historical
record. It is not to be hidden, evaded, or ex-
plained away by all the propaganda of capi-
talism’'s enemies. But what needs special
emphasis is the fact that this progress was
achieved by non-sacrificial means.

Progress cannot be achieved by forced pri-
vations, by squeezing a “social surplus” out
of starving victims. Progress can come only
out of individual surplus, i.e., from the work,
the energy, the creative over-abundance of
those men whose ability produces more than
their personal consumption requires, those
who are intellectually and financially able
to seek the new, to improve on the known,
to move forward. In a capitalist soclety,
where such men are free to function and to
take their own risks, progress is not a mat-
ter of sacrificing to some distant future, it is
part of the llving present, it is the normal
and natural, it is achieved as and while men
live—and enjoy—their lives.

Now consider the alternative—the tribal
soclety, where all men throw their efforts,
values, ambitions, and goals into a tribal
pool or common pot, then walt hungrily at
its rim, while the leader of a clique of cooks
stirs 1t with a bayonet in one hand and a
blank check on all their lives in the other.
The most consistent example of such a system
is the Union of Soviet Soclalist Republics.

Half a century ago, the Soviet rulers com=-
manded their subjects to be patient, bear
privations, and make sacrifices for the sake
of “industrializing” the country, promising
that this was only temporary, that indus-
trialization would bring them abundance,
and BSoviet progress would surpass the
capitalistic West.

Today, Soviet Russia is still unable to feed
her people—while the rulers scramble to
copy, borrow, or steal the technological
achievements of the West. Industrialization
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is not a static goal; it is a dynamic process
with a rapid rate of obsolescence. So the
wretched serfs of a planned tribal economy,
who starved while walting for electric gen-
erators and tractors, are now starving while
waiting for atomic power and interplanetary
travel. Thus, in a “people’s state,” the prog-
ress of sclence is a threat to the people, and
every advance is taken out of the people’s
shrinking hides.

This was not the history of capitalism.

America’s abundance was not created by
public sacrifices to “the common good,” but
by the productive genius of free men who
pursued their own personal interests and the
making of their own private fortunes. They
did not starve the people to pay for Amer-
ica’s industrialization. They gave the peo-
ple better jobs, higher wages, and cheaper
goods with every new machine they invented,
with every scientific discovery or techno-
logical advance—and thus the whole coun-
try was moving forward and profiting, not
suffering, every step of the way.

Do not, however, make the error of revers-
ing cause and effect: the good of the coun-
try was made possible precisely by the fact
that it was not forced on anyone as a moral
goal or duty; it was merely an effect; the
cause was a man’s right to pursue his own
good. It is this right—not its consequences—
that represents the moral justification of
capitalism.

But this right is incompatible with the in-
trinsic or the subjectivist theory of values,
with the altruist morality and the tribal
premise. It is obvious which human attribute
one rejects when one rejects objectivity; and,
in view of capitalism’s record, it is obvious
against which human attribute the altruist
morallty and the tribal premise stand
united: against man’s mind, intel-
ligence—particularly against intelligence ap-
plied to the problems of human survival, i.e.,
productive ability.

While altruism seeks to rob intelligence
of its rewards, by asserting that the moral
duty of the competent is to serve the in-
competent and sacrifice themselves to any-
one’s need—the tribal premise goes a step
further: it denies the existence of intelli-
gence and of its role in the production of
wealth.

It is morally obscene to regard wealth as
an anonymous, tribal product and to talk
about “redistributing” it. The view that
wealth is the result of some undifferentiated,
collective process, that we all did something
and it's impossible to tell who did what,
therefore some sort of equalitarian “distribu-
tion” is necessary—might have been ap-
propriate in a primordial jungle with a
savage horde moving boulders by crude
physical labor (though even there someone
had to initiate and organize the moving).
To hold that view in an industrial society—
where individul achievements are a matter
of public record—is so crass an evasion that
even to give it the benefit of the doubt is
an obscenity.

Anyone who has ever been an employer or
an employee, or has observed men working,
or has done an honest day's work himself,
knows the cruclal role of ability, of intelll-
gence, of a focused, competent mind—in any
and all lines of work, from the lowest to the
highest. He knows that ability or the lack of
it (whether the lack is actual or volitional)
makes a difference of life-or-death in any
productive process. The evidence is so over-
whelming—theoretically and practically,
logically and “empirically,” in the events of
history and in anyone's own daily grind—
that no one can claim ignorance of it. Mis-
takes of this size are not made innocently.

When great industrialists made fortunes
on a free market (i.e., without the use of
force, without government assistance or
interference), they creafed new wealth—
they did not take it from those who had
not created it. If you doubt it, take a look
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at the “total social product”—and the stand-
ard of living—of those countries where such
men are not permitted to exist.

Observe how seldom and how inadequately
the issue of human intelligence is discussed
in the writings of the tribal-statist-altruist
thecreticlans. Observe how carefully today's
advocates of a mixed economy avold and
evade any mention of intelligence or ability
in their approach to politico-economic issues,
in their claims, demands, and pressure-group
warfare over the looting of “the total soclal
product.”

It is often asked: Why was capitalism
destroyed in spite of its incomparably benef-
icent record? The answer lies in the fact
that the lifeline feeding any social system is
a culture’s dominant philosophy and that
capitalism never had a philosophical base. It
was the last and (theoretically) incomplete
product of an Aristotelian influence. As a
resurgent tide of mysticism engulfed philos-
ophy in the nineteenth century, capitalism
was left in an intellectual vacuum, its life-
line cut. Neither its moral nature nor even
its political principles had ever been fully
understood or defined, Its alleged defenders
regarded it as compatible with government
controls (i.e., government interference into
the economy), ignoring the meaning and
implications of the concept of laissez-faire.
Thus, what existed in practice, in the nine-
teenth century, was not pure capitalism, but
variously mixed economies. Since controls
necessitate and breed further controls, it was
the statist element of the mixtures that
wrecked them,; it was the free, capltalist ele-
ment that took the blame,

Capitalism could not survive in a culture
dominated by mysticism and altruism, by
the soul-body dichotomy and the tribal
premise. No social system (and no human
institution or activity of any kind) can
survive without ¢ moral base. On the basis
of the altruist morality, capitalism had to
be—and was—damned from the start.®

For those who do not fully understand
the role of philosophy in politico-economic
issues, 1 offer—as the clearest example of
today’s Intellectual state—some further
quotations from the Encyclopaedia Britan-
nica’s article on capitalism.

“Few observers are inclined to find fault
with capitalism as an engine of production.
Critieism usually proceeds either from moral
or cultural disapproval of certain features of
the capitallst system, or from the short-run
vicissitudes (crises and depressions) with
which long-run improvement is inter-
spersed.” [Italics mine.]

The “crises and depressions” were caused
by government interference, not by the capi-
talist system. But what was the nature of
the “moral or cultural disapproval”? The
article does not tell us explicitly, but gives
one eloguent indication:

“Such as they were, however, both tend-
encies and realizations [of capitalism] bear
the unmistakable stamp of the business-
man’s interests and still more the business-
man's type of mind. Moreover it was not only
policy but the philosophy of national and
individual life, the scheme of cultural
values, that bore that stamp. Its mate-
rialistic utilitarianism, its naive confidence in
progress of a certain type, its actual achieve~
ments in the fleld of pure and applied
sclence, the temper of its artistic creations,
may all be traced to the spirit of rationalism
that emanates from the businessman's of-
fice.” [Italics mine.]

The author of the article, who is not
“naive” enough to believe in a capitalistic
(or rational) type of progress, holds, ap-
parently, a different belief:

“At the end of the middle ages western

& For a discussion of the philosophers’ de-
fault in regard to capitalism, see the title
essay in my book For the New Intellectual.
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Europe stood about where many underde-
veloped countries stand in the 20th century.
[This means that the culture of the Renals-
sance was about the equivalent of today's
Congo; or else, it means that people’s intel-
lectual development has nothing to do with
economiecs.] In underdeveloped economies
the difficult task of statesmanship is to get
under way a cumulative process of economic
development, for once a certain momentum
is attained, further advances appear to fol-
low more or less automatically.”

Some such notion underlies every theory
of a planned economy. It is on some such
“sophisticated” bellef that two generations of
Russlans have perished, walting for automat-
ic progress.

The classical economists attempted a tribal
justification of capitalism on the ground that
it provides the best “allocation” of a com-
munity's “resources.” Here are their chickens
coming home to roost:

“The market theory of resource allocation
within the private sector is the central theme
of classical economics. The criterion for allo-
cation between the public and private sectors
is formally the same as in any other resource
allocation, namely that the community
should receive equal satisfaction from a mar-
ginal Increment of resources used in the
public and private . Many econ-
omists have asserted that t.hm ts substantial,
perhaps overwhelming, evidence that total
welfare in capitalist United States, for ex-
ample, would be increased by a reallocation
of resources to the public sector—more
schoolrooms and fewer shopping centers,
more public libraries and fewer automobiles,
more hospitals and fewer bowling alleys.”

This means that some men must toil all
their lives without adequate transportation
(automobiles), without an adequate number
of places to buy the goods they need (shop-
ping centers), without the pleasures of re-
laxation (bowling alleys)—in order that
other men may be provided with schools,
libraries, and hospitals.

If you want o see the ultimate results and
full meaning of the tribal view of wealth—
the total obliteration of the distinction be-
tween private action and government action,
between production and force, the total
obliteration of the concept of “rights,’” of
an individual human being's reality, and 1its
replacement by a view of men as interchange-
able beasts of burden or “factors of produc~
tlon"—study the following:

“Capitalism has a blas agalnst the public
sector for two reasons. First, all products and
income accrue [?] initially to the private
sector while resources reach the public sector
through the painful process of taxation, Pub-
lic needs are met only by sufferance of con-
sumers in their role as taxpayers [what
about producers?], whose political represent-
atives are acutely conscious of their con-
stituents’ tender feelings [!] about taxation.
That people know better than governments
what to do with their income is a notion
more appealing than the contrary one, that
people get more for their tax money than for
other types of spending. [By what theory of
values? By whose judgment?] .

*“Second, the pressure of prlvate business
to sell leads to the formidable array of de-
vices of modern salesmanship which influ-
ence consumer choice and bias consumer
values toward private consumption ...
[This means that your desire to spend the
money you earn rather than have it taken
away from you, is a mere bias.] Hence, much
private expenditure goes for wants that are
not very urgent in any fundamental sense.
[Urgent—to whom? Which wants are ‘funda-
mental,’ beyond a cave, a bearskin, and a
chunk of raw meat?] The corollary is that
many public needs are neglected because
these superficial private wants, artificially
generated, compete successfully for the same
resources. [Whose resources?] . .

“A comparison of resource allocation to the
public and private sectors under capitalism
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and under soclalist collectivism is 1llumi-
nating. [If 1s.] In a collective economy all
resources operate in the publie sector and
are avallable for education, defense, health,
welfare, and other public needs without any
transfer through taxation. Private consump-
tion is restricted to the clalms that are per-
mitted [by whom?] against the social prod-
uct, much as public services in a capitalist
economy are limited to the claims permitted
against the private sector. [Italics mine.] In
& collective economy public needs enjoy the
same sort of built-in priority that private
consumption enjoys in a capitalist economy.
In the Soviet Union teachers are plentiful,
but automobiles are scarce, whereas the op-
posite condition prevails in the United
States.”

Here is the conclusion of that article:

“Predictions concerning the survival of
capitalism are, in part, a matter of defini-
tion. One sees everywhere in capitalist coun-
tries a shifting of economic activity from the
private to the public sphere. . . . At the same
time [after World War II] private consump-
tion appeared destined to increase in com-
munist countries. [Such as the consumption
of wheat?] The two economic systems seemed
to be drawing closer together by changes con-
verging from both directions. Yet significant
differences in the economic structures stiil
existed. It seemed reasonable to assume that
the society which invested more in people
would advance more rapidly and inherit the
future, In this important respect capitalism,
in the eyes of some economists, labours under
a fundamental but not inescapable disad-
vantage in competition with collectivism.”

The collectivization of Soviet agriculture
was achieved by means of a government-
planned famine—planned and carried out
deliberately to force peasants into collective
farms; Soviet Russia’s enemies claim that
fifteen million peasants died in that famine;
the Soviet government admits the death of
seven million,

At the end of World War II, Soviet Russia’s
enemies claimed that thirty million people
were doing forced labor in Soviet concentra-
tion camps (and were dying of planned mal-
nutrition, human lives being cheaper than
food); Boviet Russia’'s apologists admit to the
figure of twelve million people.

This is what the Encyclopaedia Britannica
refers to as “investment in people.”

In a culture where such a statement is
made with intellectual impunity and with an
aura of moral righteousness, the guiltiest
men are not the collectivists; the guiltiest
men are those who, lacking the courage to
challenge mysticism or altruism, attempt to
bypass the issues of reason and morality and
to defend the only rational and moral system
in mankind’s history—capitalism—on any
grounds other than rational and moral.

[Reprinted from the Virtue of Selfishness]
APPENDIX: MAN'S RIGHTS
(By Ayn Rand)

If one wishes to advocate a free society—
that is, capitalism—one must realize that its
indispensable foundation is the principle of
individual rights. If one wishes to uphold
individual rights, one must realize that capi-
talism is the only system that can uphold
and protect them. And if one wishes to gauge
the relationship of freedom to the goals of
today’'s intellectuals, one may gauge it by the
fact that the concept of individual rights is
evaded, distorted, perverted and seldom dis-
cussed, most conspicuously seldom by the so-
called “conservatives.”

“Rights™ are a moral concept—the concept
that provides a logical transition from the
principles guiding an individual's actions to
the principles guiding his relationship with
others—the concept that preserves and pro-
tects individual morality in a social context—
the link between the moral code of a man
and the legal code of a soclety, between
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ethics and politics. Individual rights are the
means of subordinating society to moral law.

Every political system is based on some
code of ethics. The dominant ethics of man-
kind's history were variants of the altrulst-
collectivist doctrine which subordinated the
individual to some higher authority, either
mystical or soclal. Consequently, most politi-
cal systems were varlants of the same statist
tyranny, differing only in degree, not in basic
prineciple, limited only by the accldents of
tradition, of chaos, of bloody strife and peri-
odlc collapse. Under all such systems, moral-
ity was a code applicable to the individual,
but not to society. Society was placed outside
the moral law, as its embodiment or source
or exclusive interpreter—and the inculcation
of self-sacrificial devotion to social duty was
regarded as the main purpose of ethics in
man’s earthly existence.

Since there is no such entity as “society,”
since soclety is only a number of individual
men, this meant, in practice, that the rulers
of society were exempt from moral law; sub-
ject only to traditional rituals, they held
total power and exacted blind obedience—
on the implicit principle of: *The good is
that which is good for soclety (or for the
tribe, the race, the nation), and the ruler's
edicts are its voice on earth.”

This was true of all statist systems, under
all variants of the altruist-collectivist ethics,
mystical or social. “The Divine Right of
Kings" summarizes the political theory of the
first—"Vozx populi, vor dei” of the second.
As witness: the theocracy of Egypt, with the
Pharach as an embodied god—the unlim-
ited majority rule or democracy of Athens—
the welfare state run by the Emperors of
Rome—the Inquisition of the late Middle
Ages—the absolute monarchy of France—
the welfare state of Bismarck’s Prussia—the
gas chambers of Nazi Germany—the slaugh-
terhouse of the Soviet Union.

All these political systems were expressions
of the altruist-collectivist ethics—and their
common characteristic is the fact that soclety
stood above the moral law, as an omnipotent,
sovereign whim worshiper. Thus, politically,
all these systems were variants of an amoral
society.

The most profoundly revolutionary achieve-
ment of the United States of America was the
subordination of society to moral law.

The principle of man's individual rights
represented the extension of morality into
the social system—as a limitation on the
power of the state, as man’s protection
against the brute force of the collective, as
the subordination of might to right. The
United States was the first moral society In
history.

All previous systems had regarded man as
a sacrificial means to the ends of others, and
society as an end in itself. The United
States regarded man as an end in himself,
and soclety as a means to the peaceful, or-
derly, voluntary co-existence of individuals.
All previous systems of him in any way it
pleases, and that any freedom he enjoys is
his only by favor, by the permission of so-
clety, which may be revoked at any time.
The United States held that man’s life is
his by right (which means: by moral prin-
ciple and by his nature), that a right is the
property of an individual, that soclety as
such has no rights and that the only moral
purpose of a government iz the protection of
individual rights.

A “right” is a moral principle defining and
sanctioning a man's freedom of action in a
social context. There is only one fundamental
right (all the others are its consequences or
corollaries) : a man's right to his own life.
Life is a process of self-sustaining and self-
generated action; the right to life means the
right to engage in self-sustaining and self-
generated action—which means: the freedom
to take all the actions required by the nature
of a rational being for the support, the fur-
therance, the fulfillment and the enjoyment
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of his own life. (Such is the meaning of the
right to life, liberty and the pursuit of
happiness.)

The concept of a “right” pertains only to
actlon—specifically, to freedom of action. It
means freedom from physical compulsion,
coercion or interference by other men.

Thus, for every individual, a right is the
moral sanction of a positive—of his freedom
to act on his own judgment, for his own
goals, by his own voluntary, uncoerced choice.
As to his neighbors, his rights impose no
obligations on them except of a negative
kind: to abstain from violating his rights.

The right to life is the source of all rights—
and the right to property is their only imple-
mentation. Without property rights, no other
rights are possible, Since man has to sustain
his life by his own effort, the man who has
no right to the product of his effort has no
means to sustain his life. The man who pro-
duces while others dispose of his product, is
a slave.

Bear in mind that the right to property
is a right to action, like all the others: it is
not the right to an object, but to the action
and the consequences of producing or earn-
ing that object. It is not a guarantee that a
man will earn any property, but only a guar-
antee that he will own it if he earns it, It is
the right to gain, to keep, to use and to dis-
pose of material values.

The concept of individual rights is 50 new
in human history that most men have not
grasped it fully to this day. In accordance
with the two theories of ethics, the mystical
or the soclal, some men assert that rights are
a gift of God—others, that rights are a gift of
soclety. But, in fact, the source of rights is
man's nature.

The Declaration of Independence stated
that men “are endowed by their Creator with
certain unalienable rights.” Whether one be-
lieves that man is the product of a Creator
or of nature, the issue of man's origin does
not alter the fact that he is an entity of a
specific kind—a rational being—that he can-
not function successfully under coercion,
and that rights are a necessary condition of
his particular mode of survival.

“The source of man's rights is not divine
law or congressional law, but the law of
identity. A is A—and Man is Man, Rights are
conditions of existence required by man’s
nature for his proper survival. If man is to
live on earth, it iIs right for him to use his
mind, it is right to act on his own free judg-
ment, it is right to work for his values and
to keep the product of his work. If life on
earth is his purpose, he has a right to live as
a rational being: nature forbids him the ir-
rational.” (Atlas Shrugged)

To viclate man’s rights means to compel
him to act against his own judgment, or to
expropriate his values. Basically, there is only
one way to do it: by the use of physical force.
There are two potential violators of man's
rights: the criminals and the government.
The great achievement of the United States
was to draw a distinction between these
two—by forbidding to the second the legal-
ized version of the activities of the first.

The Declaration of Independence laid
down the principle that *“to secure these
rights, governments are instituted among
men,” This provided the only valid justifi-
cation of a government and defined its only
proper purpose: to protect man’s rights by
protecting him from physical violence.

Thus the government's function was
changed from the role of ruler to the role of
servant. The government was set to protect
man from criminals—and the Constitution
was written to protect man from the govern-
ment. The Bill of Rights was not directed
against private citizens, but against the gov-
ernment—as an explicit declaration that in-
dividual rights supersede any public or social
power,

The result was the pattern of a civilized
scciety which—for the brief span of some

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

hundred and fifty years—America came
close to achieving. A civilized society is one
in which physical force is banned from
human relationships—in which the govern-
ment, acting as a policeman, may use force
only in retaliation and only against those
who initiate its use.

This was the essential meaning and intent
of America’s political philosophy, implicit
in the principle of individual rights. But it
was not formulated explicitly, nor fully
accepted nor consistently practiced.

America’s inner contradiction was the
altruist-collectivist ethies. Altrulsm is in-
compatible with freedom, with capitalism
and with individual rights. One cannot com-
bine the pursuit of happiness with the moral
status of a sacrificial animal.

It was the concept of individual rights
that had given birth to a free society. It was
with the destruction of individual rights that
the destruction of freedom had to begin.

A collectivist tyranny dare not enslave a
country by an outright confiscation of its
values, material or moral. It has to be done
by a process of internal corruption. Just as
in the material realm the plundering of a
country's wealth is accomplished by inflat-
ing the currency—so today one may witness
the process of inflation being applied to the
realm of rights. The process entails such a
growth of newly promulgated “rights” that
people do not notice the fact that the mean-
ing of the concept is being reversed. Just as
bad money drives out good money, so these
“printing-press rights” mnegate authentic
rights,

Consider the curious fact that never has
there been such a proliferation, all over the
world, of two contradictory phenomena: of
alleged new ‘rights” and of slave-labor
camps.

The “gimmick” was the switch of the con-
cept of rights from the political to the eco-
nomic realm.

The Democratic Party platform of 1960
summarizes the switch boldly and explicitly.
It declares that a Democratic Administration
“will reaffirm the economic bill of rights
which Franklin Roosevelt wrote into our
national conscience sixteen years ago.”

Bear clearly in mind the meaning of the
concept of “rights” when you read the list
which that platform offers:

“1. The right to a useful and remunerative
job in the industries or shops or farms or
mines of the nation.

“2, The right to earn enough to provide
adequate food and clothing and recreation.

“3. The right of every farmer to raise and
sell his products at a return which will give
him and his family a decent living.

“4, The right of every businessman, large
and small, to trade in an atmosphere of free-
dom from unfair competition and domina-
tion by monopolies at home and abroad.

“5. The right of every family to a decent
home.

“6. The right to adequate medical care
and the opportunity to achieve and enjoy
good health.

*“7. The right to adequate protection from
the economic fears of old age, sickness, acei-
dents and unemployment.

“8. The right to a good education.”

A single question added to each of the
above eight clauses would make the issue
clear: At whose expense?

Jobs, food, clothing, recreatios (!), homes,
medical care, education, etc., do not grow
in nature. These are man-made values—
goods and services produced by men. Who is
to provide them?

If some men are entitled by right to the
products of the work of others, it means that
those others are deprived of rights and con-
demned to slave labor,

Any alleged “right” of one man, which
necessitates the violation of the rights of an-
other, is not and cannot be a right.

No man can have a right to impose an un-
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chosen obligation, an unrewarded duty or an
involuntary servitude on another man, There
can be no such thing as “the right to enslave.”

A right does not include the material im-
plementation of that right by other men; it
includes only the freedom to earn that im-
plementation by one’s own effort.

Observe, in this context, the intellectual
precision of the Founding Fathers: they
spoke of the right to the pursuif of happi-
ness—not of the right to happiness. It means
that a man has the right to take the actions
he deems necessary to achieve his happiness;
it does not mean that others must make him
happy.

The right to life means that a man has
the right to support his life by his own work
(on any economie level, as high as his ability
will carry him); it does not mean that others
must provide him with the necessities of life.

The right to property means that a man
has the right to take the economic actions
necessary to earn property, to use it and to
dispose of it; it does mof mean that others
must provide him with property.

The right of free speech means that a man
has the right to express his ideas without
danger of suppression, interference or puni-
tive action by the government. It does not
mean that others must provide him with a
lecture hall, a radio statlon or a printing
press through which to express his ideas.

Any undertaking that involves more than
one man, requires the voluntary consent of
every participant. Every one of them has the
right to make his own decision, but none has
the right to force his decision on the others.

There is no such thing as “a right to a
job"—there is only the right to free trade,
that is: a man’s right to take a job if another
man chooses to hire him. There is no “right
to a home,” onl the right to free trade: the
right to build a home or to buy it. There are
no “rights to a ‘fair’ wage or a ‘fair’ price” if
no one chooses to pay it, to hire a man or to
buy his product. There are no “rights of
consumers” to milk, shoes, movies or cham-
pagne if no producers choose to manufae-
ture such items (there is only the right to
manufacture them oneself). There are no
“rights” of special groups, there are no
“rights of farmers, of workers, of business-
men, of employees, of employers, of the old,
of the young, of the unborn.” There are only
the Rights of Man—rights possessed by every
individual man and by all men as individuals.

Property rights and the right of free trade
are man's only “economic rights” (they are,
in fact, political rights)—and there can be
no such thing as “an economic bill of rights.”
But observe that the advocates of the latter
have all but destroyed the former.

Remember that rights are moral principles
which define and protect a man’s freedom of
action, but impose no obligations on other
men, Private citizens are not a threat to one
another’s rights or freedom. A private citizen
who resorts to physical force and violates
the rights of others is a criminal—and men
have legal protection against him.

Criminals are a small minority in any age
or country. And the harm they have done
to mankind is infinitesimal when compared
to the horrors—the bloodshed, the wars, the
persecutions, the confiscations, the famines,
the enslavements, the wholesale destructions
—perpetrated by mankind’s governments.
Potentially, a government is the most dan-
gerous threat to man’s rights: it holds a legal
monopoly on the use of physical force
against legally disarmed victims. When un-
limited and unrestricted by individual
rights, a government is man’s deadliest
enemy. It is not as protection against private
actions, but against governmental actions
that the Bill of Rights was written.

Now observe the process by which that
protection is being destroyed.

The process consists of ascribing to private
citizens the specific violations constitution-
ally forbldden to the government (which
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private citizens have no power to commit)
and thus freelng the government from all
restrictions. The switch is becoming progres-
sively more obvious in the field of free
speech. For years, the collectivists have been
propagating the notion that a private in-
dividual’s refusal to finance an opponent
is a violation of the opponent’s right. of free

paper refuses to employ or publish writers
whose ideas are diametrically opposed to its
policy.

It is “censorship,” they claim, if business-
men refuse to advertise in a magazine that
denounces, insults and smears them.

It is “censorship,” they clalm, if a TV
sponsor objects to some outrage perpetrated
on a program he is financing—such as the in-
cident of Alger Hiss being invited to de-
nounce former Vice-President Nixon.

And then there is Newton N. Minow who
declares: “There is censorship by ratings,
by advertisers, by networks, by afiillates
which reject programming offered to their
areas.” It is the same Mr. Minow whe threat-
ens to revoke the license of any station that
does not comply with his views on program-
ming—and who claims that that is not cen-

sorship.

Consider the implications of such a trend.
“Censorship” is a term pertaining only to
governmental action. No private action is
censorship. No private individual or agency
can silence a man or suppress a publication;
only the government ean do so. The freedom
of speech of private individuals includes the
right not to agree, not to listen and not to

finance one’s own antagonists.

But according to such doctrines as the
*“sconomic bill of rights,” an individual has
no right to dispose of his own material means
by the guidance of his own convictions—
and must hand over his money indiscrimi-
nately to any speakers or propagandists, who
have a “right” to his property.

This means that the ability to provide the
material tools for the expression of ldeas
deprivee a man of the right to hold any
ideas. It means that a publisher has to pub-
lish books he considers worthless, false or
evil—that a TV sponsor has to finance com-
mentators who choose to affront his con-
victions—that the owner of a newspaper
must turn his editorial pages over to any
young hooligan who clamors for the en-
slavement of the press. It means that one
group of men acquires the “right” to unlim-
ited license—while another group is reduced
to helpless irresponsibility.

But since it is obviously impossible to pro-
vide every clalmant with a job, a microphone
or a newspaper column, who will determine
the “distribution” of “economic rights” and
select the recipients, when the owners’ right
to choose has been abolished? Well, Mr,
Minow has indicated that quite clearly.

And if you make the mistake of thinking
that this applies only to big property owners,
you had better realize that the theory of
“economic rights” includes the “right” of
every would-be playwright, every beatnik
poet, every nolse-composer and every non-
objective artist (who have political pull) to
the financial support you did not give them
when you did not attend their shows. What
else is the meaning of the project to spend
your tax money on subsidized art?

And while people are clamoring about “eco-
nomic rights,” the concept of political rights
is vanishing. It is forgotten that the right of
free speech means the freedom to advocate
one’s views and to bear the possible conse-
quences, including disagreement with others,
opposition, unpopularity and lack of sup-
port. The political function of the “right of
free speech” is to protect dissenters and un-
popular minorities from forcible suppres-
sion—not to guarantee them the support, ad-
vantages and rewards of a popularity they
have not gained.
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The Bill of Rights reads: *“Congress shall
make no law . . . abridging the freedom of
speech, or of the press . .."” It does not de-
mand that private citizens provide a micro-
phone for the man who advocates their de-
struction, or a passkey for the burglar who
seeks to rob them, or a knife for the mur-
derer who wants to cut their throats.

Such i1s the state of one of today’s most
crucial issues: political rights versus “eco-
nomic rights.” It's either-or. One destroys
the other. But there are, in fact, no “eco-
nomic rights,” no *“collective rights,” no
“public-interest rights.” The term “individ-
ual rights" is a redundancy: there is no other
kind of rights and no one else to possess
them.

Those who advocate lalssez-faire capitalism
are the only advocates of man’s rights.

[Reprinted from The Virtue of Selfishness]
APPENDIX: THE NATURE OF GOVERNMENT
(By Ayn Rand)

A government is an institution that holds
the exclusive power to enforce certain rules
of social conduct in a given geographical
area.

Do men need such an institution—and
why?

Since man’s mind is his basic tool of sur-
vival, his means of gaining knowledge to
guide his actions—the basic condition he re-
quires is the freedom to think and to act
according to his rational judgment. This does
not mean that a man must live alone and
that a desert island is the environment best
suited to his needs. Men can derive enormous
benefits from dealing with one another. A
social environment is most condueive to
their successful survival—but only on cer-
tain conditions,

“The two great values to be gained from
social existence are: knowledge and trade.
Man is the only species that can transmit
and expand his store of knowledge from gen-
eration to generation; the knowledge poten-
tially available to man is greater than any
one man could begin to acquire in his own
lifespan; every man gains an incalculable
benefit from the knowledge discovered by
others. The second great benefit is the divi-
slon of labor: it enables a man to devote his
effort to a particular fleld of work and to
trade with others who specialize in other
fields. This form of cooperation allows all
men who take part in it to achieve a greater
knowledge, skill and productive return on
their effort than they could achieve if each
had to produce everything he needs, on a
desert island or on a self-sustaining farm.

“But these very benefits indicate, delimit
and define what kind of men can be of value
to one another and in what kind of society:
only rational, productive, independent men
in a rational productive, free society.” (“The
Objectivist Ethies"” in The Virtue of Selfish-
ness.)

A soclety that robs an individual of the
product of his effort, or enslaves him, or
attempts to limit the freedom of his mind,
or compels him to act against his own ra-
tlonal judgment—a soclety that sets up a
conflict between its edicts and the reguire-
ments of man’s nature—is not, strictly speak-
ing, a soclety, but a mob held together by
institutionalized gang-rule. Such a soclety
destroys all the values of human coexistence,
has no possible justification and represents,
not a source of benefits, but the deadliest
threat to man's survival. Life on a desert
island is safer than and incomparably pref-
erable to existence in Soviet Russia or Nazi
Germany.

If men are to live together In a peaceful,
produetive, rational society and deal with one
another to mutual benefit, they must accept
the basic soclal principle without which no
moral or civilized society is possible: the
principle of individual rights.

To recognize individual rights means to
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recognize and accept the conditions required
by man's nature for his proper survival.

Man’s rights can be violated only by the
use of physical force. It is only by means of
physical force that oné man can deprive
another of his life, or enslave him, or rob
him, or prevent him from pursuing his own
goals, or compel him to act against his own
rational judgment.

The precondition of a civilized soclety is
the barring of physical force from social
relationships—thus establishing the prin-
ciple that if men wish to deal with one an-
other, they may do so only by means of
reason: by discussion, persuasion and volun-
tary, uncoerced agreement.

The necessary consequence of man's right
to life is his right to self-defense. In a civil-
ized society, force may be used only in re-
taliation and only against those who initiate
its use. All the reasons which make the ini-
tiation of physical force an evil, make the
retallatory use of physical force a moral im-
perative,

If some “pacifist” soclety renounced the
retallatory use of force, it would be left help-
lessly at the mercy of the first thug who de-
cided to be immoral. Such a society would
achieve the opposite of its intention: in-
stead of abolishing evil, it would encourage
and reward it.

If a soclety provided no organized protec-
tion against force, it would compel every cit-
izen to go about armed, to turn his home
into a fortress, to shoot any strangers ap-
proaching his door—or to join a protective
gang of citizens who would fight other gangs,
formed for the same purpose, and thus bring
about the degeneration of that society into
the chaos of gang-rule, i.e., rule by brute
force, into the perpetual tribal warfare of
prehistorical savages.

The use of physical force—even its retalia-
tory use—cannot be left at the discretion of
individual citizens. Peaceful coexistence is
impossible if a man has to live under the con-
stant threat of force to be unleashed against
him by any of his neighbors at any moment.
‘Whether his neighbors’ intentions are good or
bad, whether their judgment is rational or
irrational, whether they are motivated by a
sense of justice or by ignorance or by prej-
udice or by malice—the use of force against
one man cannot be left to the arbitrary de-
cision of another.

Visualize, for example, what would happen
if a man missed his wallet, concluded that he
had been robbed, broke into every house in
the neighborhood to search it, and shot the
first man who gave him a dirty look, taking
the look to be a proof of guilt.

The retaliatory use of force requires objec-
tive rules of evidence to establish that a
crime has been committed and to prove who
committed it, as well as objective rules to de-
fine punishments and enforcement proce-
dures. Men who attempt to prosecute crimes,
without such rules, are a lynch mob. If a so-
clety left the retaliatory use of force in the
hands of individual citizens, it would de-
generate into mob rule, lynch law and an
endless series of bloody private feuds or
vendettas.

If physical force is to be barred from soclal
relationships, men need an institution
charged with the task of protecting their
rights under an objective code of rules.

This is the task of a government—of a
proper government—its basic task, its only
moral justification and the reason why men
do need a government.

A government is the means of placing the
retaliatory use of physical force under ob-
jective control—i.e.,, under objectively de-
fined laws.

The fundamental difference between pri-
vate action and governmental action—a dif-
ference thoroughly ignored and evaded to-
day—Ilies in the fact that a government holds
a monopoly on the legal use of physical force.
It has to hold such a monopoly, since it is
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the sgcnt of restraining and combating the
use of force; and for that very same reason,
its actions have to be rigidly defined, de-
Iimited and circumscribed; no touch of whim
or caprice should be permitted in its per-
formance; it should be an impersonal robot,
with the laws as its only motive power. If
a soclety 1s to be free, its government has to
be controlled.

Under a proper social system, a private in-
dividual is legally free to take any action he
pleases (so long as he does not violate the
rights of others), while a government of-
ficial is bound by law in his every official act.
A private individual may do anything except
that which is legally forbidden; a govern-
ment official may do nothing except that
which is legally permitted.

This is the means of subordinating “might"
to “right.” This is the American concept of
“a government of laws and not of men.”

The nature of the laws proper to a free
soclety and the source of its government's
authority are both to be derived from the na-
ture and purpose of a proper government.
The basic principle of both is indicated in
The Declaration of Independence: “to secure
these [individual] rights, governments are
instituted among men, deriving their just
powers from the consent of the gov-
erned . . ."

Since the protection of individual rights is
the only proper purpose of a government, 1t
is the only proper subject of legislation: all
laws must be based on individual rights and
almed at their protection. All laws must be
objective (and objectively justifiable) : men
must know clearly, and in advance of taking
an action, what the law forbids them to do
(and why), what constitutes a crime and
what penalty they will incur if they com-
mit it.

The source of the government’s authority
is “the consent of the governed.” This means
that the government is not the ruler, but the
servant or agent of the citizens; it means
that the government as such has no rights
except the rights delegated to it by the citi-
zens for a specific purpose.

There is only one basic prineiple to which
an individual must consent if he wishes to
live in a free, civilized society: the principle
of renouncing the use of physical foree and
delegating to the government his right of
physical self-defense, for the purpose of an
orderly, objective, legally defined enforce-
ment. Or, to put it another way, he must
accept the separation of force and whim
(any whim, including his own).

Now what happens in case of a disagree-
ment between two men about an undertak-
ing in which both are involved?

In a free soclety, men are not forced to
deal with one another. They do so only by
volun nt and, when a time ele-
ment is involved, by contract. If a contract
is broken by the arbitrary decision of one
man, it may cause a disastrous financial in-
jury to the other—and the victim would
have no recourse except to selze the offender’s
property as compensation. But here again,
the use of force cannot be left to the deci-
slon of private individuals. And this leads
to one of the most important and most com-
plex functions of the government: to the
function of an arbiter who settles disputes
among men according to objective laws.

Criminals are a small minority in any
semi-clvillzed soclety. But the protection
and enforcement of contracts through courts
of clvil law is the most crucial need of a

soclety; without such protection,
no civilization could be developed or main-
tained.

Man cannot survive, as animals do, by act-
ing on the range of the immediate moment.
Man has to project his goals and achieve
them across a span of time; he has to calcu-
late his actions and plan his life long-range.
The better a man's mind and the greater his
knowledge, the longer the range of his plan-
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ning. The higher or more complex a civiliza-
tion, the longer the range of activity it re-
guires—and, therefore, the longer the range
of contractual agreements among men,
and the more urgent their need of protection
for the security of such agreements.

Even a primitive barter society could not
function if a man agreed to trade a bushel of
potatoes for a basket of eggs and, having re-
ceived the eggs, refused to deliver the pota-
toes. Visualize what this sort of whim-
directed action would mean in an industrial
society where men deliver a billion dollars’
worth of goods on credit, or contract to build
multimillion-dollar structures, or sign
ninety-nine-year leases.

A unilateral breach of contract involves an
indirect use of physical force: it consists, in
essence, of one man recelving the material
values, goods or services of another, then re-
fusing to pay for them and thus keeping
them by force (by mere physical possession),
not by right—i.e., keeping them without the
consent of their owner. Fraud involves a
similarly indirect use of force: it consists of
obtaining material values without their
owner's consent, under false pretenses or false
promises. Extortion is another variant of an
indirect use of force: it consists of obtaining
material values, not in exchange for values,
but by the threat of force, violence or injury.

Some of these actions are obviously crim-
inal, Others, such as a unilateral breach of
contract, may not be criminal motivated, but
may be caused by irresponsibility and irra-
tionality. Still others may be complex issues
with some claim to justice on both sides. But
whatever the case may be, all such issues
have to be made subject to objectively defined
laws and have to be resolved by an impartial
arbiter, administering the laws, ie., by a
Judge (and a jury, when appropriate).

Observe the basic principle governing jus-
tice in all these cases: 1t is the principle that
no man may obtaln any values from others
without the owners' consent—and, as a corol-
lary, that a man’s rights may not be left at
the mercy of the unilateral decision, the
arbitrary choice, the irrationality, the whim
of another man.

Such, in essence, is the proper purpose of
a government: to make social existence pos-
sible to men, by protecting the benefits and
combating the evils which men can cause
to one another.

The proper functions of a government fall
into three broad categories, all of them in-
volving the issues of physical force and the
protection of men's rights: the police, to
protect men from criminals—the armed serv-
ices, to men from foreign invaders—
the law courts, to settle disputes among men
according to objective laws.

These three categories involve many cor-
ollary and derivative issues—and their im-
plementation in practice, in the form of spe-
cific legislation, is enormously complex. It
belongs to the field of a special science: the
philosophy of law. Many errors and many

nts are possible in the fleld of
implementation, but what Is essential here
is the principle to be implemented: the
principle that the purpose of law and of gov-
ernment is the protection of Iindividual
rights.

Today, this principle is forgotten, ignored
and evaded. The result is the present state
of the world, with mankind's retrogression
to the lawlessness of absolutist tyranny, to
the primitive savagery of rule by brute force.

In unthinking protest against this trend,
some people are raising the question of
whether government as such is evil by na-
ture and whether anarchy is the ideal social
system. Anarchy, as a political concept, is
a naive floating : for all the rea-
sons discussed above, a society without an
organized government would be at the mercy
of the first criminal who came along and
who would precipitate it into the chaos of
gang warfare. But the possibility of human
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tmmorality is not the only objection to
anarchy: even a soclety whose every mem-
ber were fully rational and faultlessly moral,
could not function in a state of anarchy,;
it is the need of objective laws and of an
arbiter for honest disagreements among men
that necessitates the establishment of a gov-
ernment.

A recent variant of anarchistic theory,
which is befuddling some of the younger
advocates of freedom, is a welrd absurdity
called “competing governments.” Accepting
the basic premise of the modern statists—
who see no difference between the functions
of government and the functions of industry,
between force and production, and who ad-
vocate government ownership of business—
the proponents of “competing governments”
take the other side of the same coin and
declare that since competition is so beneficial
to business, it should also be applied to gov-
ernment. Instead of a single, monopolistic
government they declare, there should be a
number of different governments in the same
geographical area, competing for the alle-
giance of individual citizens, with every eciti-
zen free to * * and to patronize whatever
government he chooses.

Remember that foreible restraints of men is
the only service a government has to offer.
Ask yourself what a competition in forcible
restraint would have to mean.

One cannot call this theory a contradiction
in terms, since it is obviously devoid of any
understanding of the terms “competition™
and “government.” Nor can one call it a
fioating abstraction, since it is devoid of any
contact with or reference to reality and can-
not be concretized at all, not even roughly
or approximately. One illustration will be
sufficient; suppose Mr. Smith, a customer of
Government A, suspects that his next-door
neighbor, Mr. Jones, a customer of Govern-
ment B, has robbed him; a squad of Police
A proceeds to Mr. Jones’s house and is met at
the door by a squad of Police B, who declare
that they do not acecept the validity of Mr.
Smith’s complaint and do not recognize the
authority of Government A. What happens
then? You take it from there.

The evolution of the concept of “govern-
ment” has had a long, tortuous history. Some
glimmer of the government’s proper func-
tion seems to have existed in every organized
society, manifesting itself in such phenom-
ena as the recognition of some implicit
(if often non-existent) difference between a
government and a robber gang—the aura of
respect and of moral authority granted to
the government as the guardian of “law and
order”—the fact that even the most evil types
of government found it necessary to main-
tain some semblance of order and some pre-
tense at justice, if only by routine and tradi-
tion, and to claim some sort of moral justi-
fication for their power, of a mystical or
socla’ nature. Just as the absolute monarchs
of France had to Invoke “The Divine Right of
Kings,” so the modern dictators of Soviet
Russia have to spend fortunes on propaganda
to justify their rule in the eyes of their en-
slaved subjects.

In mankind’s history, the understanding
of the government’s proper function is a very
recent achievement: it is only two hundred
years old and it dates from the Founding
Fathers of the American Revolution. Not only
did they identify the nature and the needs
of a free soclety, but they devised the means
to translate it into practice. A free society—
like any other human product—cannot be
achieved by random means, by mere wishing
or by the leaders’ “good intentions.” A com-
plex legal system, b d on obj Iy valid
principles, is required to make a soclety free
and to keep it free—a system that does not
depend on the motives, the moral character
or the intentions of any given official, a sys-
tem that leaves no opportunity, no legal
loophole for the development of tyranny.
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The American system of checks and bal-
ances was just such an achlevement. And
although certain contradictions in the Con-
stitution did leave a loophole for the growth
of statism, the incomparable achievement
was the concept of a constitution as a means
of limiting and restricting the power of the
government,

Today, when a concerted effort is made to
obliterate this point, it cannot be repeated
too often that the Constitution is a limita-
tion on the government, not on private in-
dividuals—that it does not prescribe the con-
duct of private individuals, only the conduct
of the government—that it is not a charter
jor government power, but a charter of the
citizens’ protection against the government.

Now consider the extent of the moral and
political inversion in today's prevalent view
of government. Instead of being a protector
of man's rights, the government is becoming
thelr most dangerous violator; instead of
guarding freedom, the government is estab-
lishing slavery; instead of protecting men
from the initiators of physical force, the gov-
ernment is initiating physical force and
coercion in any manner and issue it pleases;
instead of serving as the instrument of
objectivity in human relationships, the gov-
ernment 18 creating a deadly, subterranean
reign of uncertainty and fear, by means of
non-objectlve laws whose interpretation is
left to arbitrary decisions of random bureau-
crats; instead of protecting men from injury
by whim, the government is arrogating to it-
self the power of unlimited whim—so that we
are fast approaching the stage of the ulti-
mate inversion: the stage where the govern-
ment is free to do anything it pleases, while
the citizens may act only by permission;
which is the stage of the darkest periods of
human history, the stage of rule by brute
force.

It has often been remarked that in spite
of its material progress, mankind has not
achleved any comparable degree of moral
progress. That remark is usually followed by
some tic conclusion about human
nature, It Is true that the moral state of
mankind is disgracefully low. But if one con-
siders the monstrous moral inversions of the
governments (made possible by the altruist-
collectivist morality) under which mankind
has had to live through most of its history,
one begins to wonder how men have man-
aged to preserve even a semblance of civiliza-
tion, and what indestructible vestige of self-
esteemm has kept them walking upright on
two feet.

One also begins to see more clearly the
nature of the political principles that have
to be accepted and advocated, as part of the
battle for man’s intellectual Renaissance.

NOW HE'S RULER OF THE QUEEN'S
NAVEE

Mr, ZION. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. Asuerook] may extend his
remarks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, every-
one knows the famed Gilbert and Sulli-
van music. Sir Joseph Porter's song in
the first act of “H.M.S. Pinajfore” strikes
a particularly responsive chord these
days when we observe the nonmilitary
actions and statements of our powder
puff brigade at the Pentagon, Robert
McNamara, Roswell Gilpatric, Harold
Brown, and Paul Nitze.

You will recall that Sir Joseph Porter
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wistfully told of his rise from the office
boy in an attorney’s firm to the position
of junior clerk, then an articled clerk
and finally to the partnership. Particu-
larly appropriate was his telling self-
indictment when he sang:

Of legal knowledge I acquired such a grip
That they took me into the partnership
And that junior partnership I ween
Was the only ship that I have ever seen.

Sir Joseph Porter then, of course,
went to Parliament where he always
voted at the party’s call and then be-
came ruler of the Queen’s Navee.

The full song from “H.M.S. Pinafore”
is as follows:

WaHEN I Was A Lap

When I was a lad I serv'd a term
As office boy to an Attorney's firm.
I cleaned the windows and I swept the floor,
And I polished up the handle of the big
front door
I polished up the handle so carefulee
That now I am the ruler of the Queen’s
Navee.
CHORUS

He polished up the handle so carefulee
That now he is the ruler of the Queen’'s
Navee.
As office boy I made such a mark
That they gave me the post of a junior
clerk.
I served the writs with a smile so bland,
And I copied all the letters in a big round
hand.
I copled all the letters in a hand so free
And now I am the ruler of the Queen’s
Navee.
CHORUS

He copied all the letters in a hand so free,
And now he is the ruler of the Queen’s
Navee.

In serving writs I made such & name
That an articled clerk I soon became;
I wore clean collars and a bran new suit
For the pass examination at the Institute.
And that pass examination did so well for
me,
That now I am the ruler of the Queen’s
Navee.
CHORUE

And that pass examination, ete.

Of legal knowledge I acquired such a grip,

That they took me into the partnership,
And that junior partnership I ween

Was the only ship that I have ever seen.
But that kind of ship so suited me,

That now I am the ruler of the Queen's

Navee.
CHORUS

But that kind, etec.

I grew so rich, that I was sent
By a pocket borough into Parliament;
I always voted at my party’s call,
And I never thought of thinking for my-
self at all,
I thought so little they rewarded me,
By making me the ruler of the Queen's
Navee.
CHORUS

He thought so little, etc.

Now landsmen all, whoever you may be,
If you want to rise to the top of the tree.
If your soul isn't fettered to an office stool,
Be careful to be guided by this golden
rule,—
Stick close to your desks and never go to sea,
And you all may be rulers of the Queen's
Navee.
CHORUS
Stick close, ete.

My good friends, Fred and Phyllis
Schlafly have quite appropriately
changed the words and brought Gilbert
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and Sullivan up to date. It is indeed a
frightening thing, Mr. Speaker, to realize
that jest through this may be it strikes
perilously close to the truth.

With apologies to Gilbert and Sullivan,
no quarters to the Defense Department
wreckers and commiseration to our mili-
tary and our citizenry, I present, the 1967
version of “When I Was a Lad,” and urge
that Messers. McNamara, Gilpatric,
Brown, and Nitze try light opera and
let the fate of our country be returned
to competent hands. If they will resign
I am sure that we can resurrect either
burlesque or light opera so they can
really do those things for which they are
equipped:

WHEN THE GRAVEDIGGERS WERE Laps
ROBERT STRANGE M’ NAMARA
‘When Mac was a lad, he served a term
As Whiz Kid in Ford’s auto firm.
He supported the left like A.C.L.U.,
And promoted the Edsel which wouldn't do.
He promoted the Edsel which wouldn't do.
He promoted the Edsel that's falled and
gone,
So now he is the ruler of the Pentagon,
He promoted the Edsel that's failed and gone,
So now he Is the ruler of the Pentagon.

ROSWELL LEAVITT GILPATRIC

When Gilpatric was a lad he served a term
As junior clerk in an attorney’s firm.
He acquired three wives and a partnership,
But of military strategy he had no grip.
Of military strategy he had no grip.
of mihte tary knowledge he lacked all pre-
nse,
So they made him Deputy Secretary of De-
fense.
of ?:ntary knowledge he lacked all pre-
nse,
So they made him Deputy Secretary of De-
fense.
HAROLD BROWN

Since Harold was a lad, he's never flown

An aeroplane, or worked on his own.

He stayed at a desk and avoided every war,

And scrapped new weapons for men fighting
over thar.

He scrapped new weapons for men fighting
over thar.

He cancelled the B-70 and big missiles, of
course,

So now he is the ruler of our Air Force.

He cancelled the B-70 and big missiles, of
course,

S0 now he is the ruler of our Air Force.

PAUL NITZE

When Nitze was a lad he served a term

As office boy for an investment firm.

He said the Soviets meant us no harm,

And told all the churches that we should
disarm,

He told all the churches that we should
disarm.

He talked disarmament so constantly,

That now he is the ruler of our whole Navy.

He talked disarmament so constantly,

That now he is the ruler of our whole Navy.

TELLING THE STORY OF KANSAS

Mr. ZION. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
Kansas [Mr, Mzl may extend his re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and
ineclude extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. MIZE. Mr. Speaker, as one of the
sponsors of the Rural Job Development
Act which seeks to provide incentives to
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business and industry in using the human
and natural resources of our rural areas
in order to provide job opportunities for
those who are forced to migrate to the
cities to find work, I can be excused, I
am sure, for having pardonable pride in
what my own State of Kansas has to
offer those who want to get away from
the congestion and the complex life of
the cities.

What Kansas is, and what Kansas
has, has been summarized in a folder
published by the Kansas State Chamber
of Commerce, and this folder has, in
turn, been the subject of an editorial in
the Topeka, Kans., Sunday Capital-
Journal.

Under leave to extend my remarks, I
wish to bring this editorial to the atten-
tion of my colleagues, because in telling
the story of Kansas, where there is room
to work, breathe, enjoy leisure time, and
raise a family, I am sure I am telling the
story of other States which offer an op-
portunity for people to participate in the
good life of the rural communities. The
editorial follows:

TELLING THE STORY OF EANSAS

You mingle with a crowd of people in an-
other state and soon the inevitable question
is asked:

“Where you from?"

Kansas, you reply.

The reaction ecan be varied. Anyone who
has visited Eansas and taken time to look at
some of its attractions will lkely respond
with some pleasant remarks. Some others who
haven't had a personal contact with Eansas
or Eansans may shrug their shoulders as if
to say: “Well, it's your choice but why?”
And usually there is the self-styled funny
man, a real No. 1 jerk, who insists on the
ancient gag: “Eansas? Man, that's a good
place to be from!”

This, of course, can be said about any and
all states, even including sancrosanct Cali-
fornia. But no matter which of the 50 states
is discussed, it is bound to have an “image"
problem of one kind or another—too hot, too
cold, too costly, too many high taxes, too
crowded, lousy climate, etc.

Aware of the desirability of speaking up
for Kansas—with facts, not propaganda—are
many of our civic organizations, one of them
being the Eansas State Chamber of Com-
merce. And one of its recent efforts is a neat
little bill-fold-size folder easy to carry and
easy to read.

Eansas assets listed in this folder are well
known to some of us but there must be many
whose knowledge of Kansas desirable and
merchantable qualities is largely cursory.

Hence, we ask our readers to take a few
minutes to look at the contents of this little
color folder entitled 50 Interesting Pacts
About Kansas—the Great State, Midway
U.S.A.:

Kansas is—

the world leader in private aircraft produc-
tion—Eansas firms build 568 per cent of the
world’s private planes, constituting 67 per
cent of the dollar volume.

a growing industrial center—one out of
every eight of the largest U.S. corporations is
headquartered or has branch plants in Kan-
sas. Also, Kansas is 2nd in “pickup camper”
production, 6th in production of mobile
homes and other recreational vehicles, and
one of the top 10 in auto assembly.

free of any state general obligation debt.

Kansas is—

a growing center of higher education—46
colleges and universities have enrollments of
about 80,000 students; ranks 4th in keeping
its students in the state for their college
education.
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the Wheatheart of the Nation—first in
wheat production and flour milling.

the Salt of the Earth—with enough salt
reserves to last the United States 375,000
years at the present rate of use.

a literate state, keeping up to date with
more dally newspapers than all but eight
other states.

Kansas is—

a major mineral producing state, ranking—
1st in extraction of helium from natural gas.
2nd in helium production. 4th in the num-
ber of producing oil wells, 5th in natural gas
production. 7th in crude oil production. 11th
in overall mineral production.

ranked 4th in beef cattle production.

the nation’s geodetic (map-making) cen-
ter—the “primary statlon” for all surveys on
the North American continent.

Eansas is—

a leading transportation center—third in
total road and street mileage (exceeded only
by Texas and California) with enough mile-
age to reach more than halfway to the moon,
ranks 6th in total railroad mileage.

one of the top states in the field of mental
health.

the leader in establishing direct primary
elections.

the birthplace of the state Legislative
Council—now generally in use across the
nation.

Kansas is—

a state with a really sunny deposition (67
per cent of the daylight hours are sunny and
90 per cent of the weather during this time
is conducive to some type of outdoor recre-
ation)—and people to match.

a state with four invigorating seasons and
an average temperature of 556 degrees.

a healthy state, ranking among the top
five states In life expectancy.

a mushrooming recreational wonderland
for those who enjoy hunting and fishing,
camping, water sports, or the flavor of
history.

Kansas has—

the nationally-known Eisenhower Center
in Abilene and Boot Hill in Dodge City—to
name just two outstanding attractions.

20 federal reservoirs completed or under
construction with a total water surface of
138,000 acres.

35 state lakes with a total water surface of
84,000 acres.

145 city or county lakes with 10,5600 acres
of recreational area.

unexcelled upland game bird (quail,
pheasant, duck, etc.) hunting—and a grow-
ing deer herd.

Kansas has—

some of the nation's finest bass fishing in
the “strip pits” of southeast Kansas.

160 of the nation's finest safety rest areas
along state and federal highways, each with
fireplaces and tables. 151 have rest room
facilities, 152 have drinking water, and 150
have shelters. There are picnic tables at 100
other locations.

nationally-registered historic landmarks,
and numerous public or private points of his-
toric interest.

This may be the best capsule description
of Kansas yet published. Certainly it is one
of them, and it wasn't prepared overnight.
For nearly two years the State Chamber has
been sifting Kansas information and editing
it into the form above. It is now being dis-
tributed to Kansans who are proud of their
state and want to see that others, too, know
what is here in a state that rears no lofty
mountains, knows no surf of the seashore,
but has been smart enough to team with
Mother Nature to make new waterways with-
in its borders.

Landlocked Eansas? There are 27,765 pleas-
ure boats now registered in the state.

The Eansas State Chamber of Commerce
is well pleased with the demand for its new
little folder about the state and hopes to get
& million or more in circulation inside the
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state and out. They are not expensive, es-
pecially in sizable quantities, when the price
becomes less than a penny each. One insur-
ance company has bought 10,000, This is the
kind of folder that may be put with pay-
checks by employers to better inform their
employes about the state.

Sure, some employes won't give that little
folder a second thought. So what, they may
say. Yet the sum total of the Kansas assets
listed in the “50 Facts” folder—plus many
more which are not listed—contribute di-
rectly or indirectly to everyone's paycheck.

Obvicusly this pocket-size Kansas adver-
tisement was drafted to help EKansas, but
what of its origin, the idea behind it, that
is?

It stemmed from many sources, of course,
but one of these was certainly the wife of a
Kansas businessman who grew tired of hear-
ing Kansas down-graded by others. She got
more than tired. She was burned up and felt
helpless because, with all her desire to tell
of Eansas advantages, she couldn't do it on
the spur of the moment.

This new pocket folder should at least
give the know-it-alls pause for reflection if
they are handed one and they read it.

Too often outdated impressions of a state
or a city or a community are carried through
life by individuals. There was a recent CBS
telecast not long ago that scught to show
that transplanted Kansans in California had
no desire to return to their native state.
Those on the program even reached back to
William Allen White's famed “What's the
Matter With Eansas?" editorial first pub-
lished in August, 1896, in The Emporia Ga-
zette. Billl White the Elder wrote a brass-
knucks plece about the stupidity of the Kan-
sas Populists and was on his way to fame.
He sald Kansas was losing people and money
for lack of progressive ways. He was right, of
course.

But that was more than T0 years ago and
why CBES thought it had any bearing on the
situation today is as hard to explain as some
of the TV commercials.

S0, let’s look at those “50 Interesting Facts
About Kansas” in this quick-to-read, easy-
to-carry little folder and hand out as many
as we can. St. Francis Hospital in Wichita is
mailing them to prospective interns and resi-
dent physicians. Get the idea?

THE FLOOD DISASTER IN ALASKA

Mr. ZION. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
Alaska [Mr. Porrock]l may extend his
remarks at this point in the Recorp and
inelude extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. POLLOCK. Mr. Speaker, yesterday
it was my very unpleasant duty to inform
this Congress that, for the second time
in little more than 3 years, the young
State of Alaska has suffered a major dis-
aster. Having all but recovered from the
massive coastal destruction of the disas-
trous earthquake of March 1964, Alaska
now is undergoing the most devastating
flood in this history in the interior as a
result of nearly 7 days of continuous
rain. It is my purpose now to give you an
up-to-date synopsis of the situation.

The flood disaster has struck Alaska's
second city, Fairbanks, and other smaller
communities along the Tanana and
Nenana Rivers and their tributaries.
Water at Fairbanks is 9 feet over flood
level, 3 feet higher than the previous
record. This exceeds the design of flood
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protection works that would have been
erected under a 1958 construction au-
thorization. Near Nenana the previous
record river flow was 24,000 cubic feet
per second. It has now been measured at
140,000 cubic feet per second. The town
of Nenana is completely inundated, as is
Fairbanks and the Indian village of
Minto. In Fairbanks, the water is 6 feet
deep on one main street and is running
over the tops of cars on another. Water
is up to the tops of the teller cages in the
Alaska National Bank. Alaska 67, the
centennial exposition, has been virtually
destroyed. Five to seven feet of water
exists in virtually all of the homes in
Fairbanks.

All utilities in Fairbanks are out.
Water is contaminated and drinking
water is being boiled. Twelve thousand
people have been evacuated from their
homes and temporarily housed in the
University of Alaska, Lathrop High
School, and other schools. Another 700
refugees are still staying on the second
floors of flooded buildings. This is a dis-
aster unparalleled in Alaska’s history;
one not even matched by the 1964 earth-
quake. The earthquake, while it devas-
tated a wide area and caused great prop-
erty damage, left many buildings and
homes in habitable condition. The Fair-
banks flood, on the other hand, has inun-
dated each and every home. At present
there is no place to go, no place to live,
and no place at which to purchase the
necessities of life. A rough estimate by
government officials is that if no more
rain falls, it will take several days for the
waters to recede in Fairbanks, and longer
for Nenana. There is still additional light
rain forecast for tonight, but the long-
range forecast is brighter.

Vital State and local agencies have re-
sponded quickly and efficiently to this
disaster. Governor Hickel immediately
declared that Fairbanks and Nenana
were disaster areas and mobilized the
National Guard to assist the stricken
towns. The Governor is in Fairbanks di-
recting relief efforts and making a survey
of the damage by boat and helicopter.
Representatives of the Office of Emer-
gency Planning are on the scene to assess
and document the damage to substanti-
ate the existence of a major disaster. The
Department of Agriculture has made
available surplus food stocks; the De-
partment of Defense is using all available
equipment and facilities at Eilson Air
Forse Base and Fort Wainwright near
Fairbanks even though, in some cases,
these too are flooded. The Alaska Rail-
road is flooded out at Nenana but can
have service restored within perhaps 36
hours after the water subsides. The Red
Cross has sent personnel to provide
emergency assistance also. Everything
that can be done to immediately assist
the people of the interior of Alaska is
being done and for this I am profoundly
grateful, as is every Alaskan.

There remains the task of cleaning up
and rebuilding after the waters are gone.
The damage is tremendous. Besides ordi-
nary damage by the water, building foun-
dations and walls have begun to collapse.
There is speculation that the relative
warm flood waters will cause some melt-
ing in the permafrost layer (permanently
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frozen ground) that underlies the city of
Fairbanks. If this occurs, settling and
shifting of buildings will cause even
greater structural damage, as well as the
further damage to the already hard-hit
sewer and water lines.

The area hit by the flood is just south
of the Arctic Circle. In the region of the
interior of Alaska, winter comes early—
it will be there 6 weeks from now. It will
be absolutely impossible to restore the
city in this time. It is obvious, however,
that a crash program of reconstructing
vital public services and providing some
houses for the victims is absolutely
essential.

We do not yet know the full extent of
the damage this terrific flood has caused.
We cannot know until the water leaves
the streets, the homes, the schools, the
hospitals, the hotels, the stores, and all
the other places where the people of the
interior of Alaska used to live. At that
time, hopefully by the end of this week,
we will know the full extent of the dam-
age and what is required to restore the
communities,

I wish to add that I am deeply touched
by the courage and fortitude these dis-
tressed people of Alaska have exhibited
in dealing with their tragedy.

TULSA CITIZENS FACE DAY OF
DECISION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
special order of the House, the gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. Epmonpson] is rec-
ognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, next
Tuesday is a day of decision for Okla-
homa. On that day the people of Tulsa
will go to the polls to vote on a $17,500,-
000 bond issue to build a port and indus-
trial park at the head of navigation on
the Arkansas River.

Most longtime observers of Tulsa’s
progress are confident that the people
will approve the bond issue by an over-
whelming margin, as they did a $2,500,~
000 bond issue in 1965 to purchase land
for the port.

Tulsa knows the value of river naviga-
tion. The business, civie, and govern-
mental leaders of that city have looked
forward to navigation on the Arkansas
River for decades. When the navigation
?omlgs in 1970, Tulsans want to be ready

or it.

Tulsa civic leaders have done their
homework. They have studied the devel-
opment of navigation in some of our other
great river basins. Some of the results of
this study appeared in the June 8, 1967,
issue of Tulsa, a magazine published
weekly by the Tulsa Chamber of Com-
merce.

In an article, entitled “Port of
Catoosa,” it is pointed out that the port
at the head of navigation on Arkansas is
likely to be, by virtue of being ice free the
year round, larger in tonnage than the
ports of St. Louis, Memphis, Kansas
City, St. Paul, or Pittsburgh.

The advent of navigation on the Ohio
River brought industrial investment of
$25 billion between 1950 and 1965. It is
generally recognized that navigation
brings more growth and more shipping
than is anticipated—a prime example is
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the Intracoastal Waterway, which is
carrying 13 times its predicted annual
freight tonnage.

The $17,500,000 the people of Tulsa
are being asked to approve on Tuesday
will not be spent in the city of Tulsa, or
even in Tulsa County. The port at the
head of navigation will be across the
county line at Catoosa in Rogers County.

This fact did not deter the Tulsa voters
when they passed their first port bond
issue in 1965, and it is not likely to deter
them this time.

Bond issue supporters cite these rea-
sons: The port of Catoosa is expected
to bring 5,000 new industrial workers to
the Tulsa area. This means $35,000,000
annually in new personal income, $11,-
450,000 in added bank deposits, and $16,-
550,000 in retail sales, according to pro-
jections made by the Tulsa Chamber of
Commerce. Tulsa, Rogers County, and
all of northeastern Oklahoma stand to
benefit and grow tremendously from de-
velopment of this port at the head of
navigation on the Arkansas.

‘When the first barge tow comes up the
river to Catoosa in 1970, the Federal
Government will have invested nearly
$1.3 billion in making the Arkansas both
flood free and navigable.

I am confident that at that time, Tulsa
will be ready for those barges with an
outstanding, modern port made possible
by the $17,500,000 being voted on by
Tulsans Tuesday.

Mr. Speaker, I place this article, “Port
of Catoosa,” from the June 8 issue of
Tulsa magazine, in the REcorp as a trib-
ute to an Oklahoma community which
is doing its part to keep faith with the
Federal investment in its future:

PoRT OF CATOOSA
(By Jo Ann Boatman)

Tulsa is a young, dynamic city, one which
ranks near the top of surveys indicating
the fastest growing areas in the nation.

The promise of water navigation is a hook
in the lure Tulsa holds for industry. With
completion of the Arkansas River project
in 1970, this promise will become reality—
if Tulsa’s Port of Catoosa is ready to handle
the barges.

Tulsa’'s port is scheduled to be larger in
tonnages handled than those of St. Louis,
Memphis, Kansas Clty, St. Paul or Pittsburgh.

How do we proceed from scratch to build
one of the largest inland water ports in the
United States in an area of the country that
has not seen a steamboat in 100 years . . .
and then only a few?

It's a strange business for Oklahomans,
but we're learning fast. Starting big on the
first is a challenge. There are both ad-
vantages and disadvantages. On the plus
side is the ability to start fresh with nearly
2,000 acres of land, lay it out sclentifically
and develop it with a reasonable expectation
of knowing what uses will be made of it.

The disadvantage is that a large amount
of money is necessary in a very short period
of time to build the facilities known to be
needed.

In 1965, the people of Tulsa voted a $2.5
million bond issue for purchase of land
at the port site and initial development. Land
is now being purchased, engineering work
is well along and the first phase of construec-
tion will start this year.

Total cost of the port facilitles will be
$256 million with 7 million being revenue
bonds. Officials expect private investment of
around $100 million in the industrial park.
Of the total investment, 15 percent will be
publlc money.



August 16, 1967

A $17.56 million bond issue will be placed
before the people of Tulsa within a few
weeks, Referring to it at groundbreaking
ceremonles for Lock and Dam No. 17, the first
on the Verdigris River, N. G. (Bill) Hen-
thorne, president of the Tulsa Chamber of
Commerce, said, “This is not just something
that should be done. It must be done, and
done now, as an impetus to a vast industrial
development program and that will provide
the entire basin area with thousands of new
jobs.”

The far reaching impact of Arkansas River
navigation is just beginning to be under-
stood.

‘Water navigation is present at almost all
large industrial centers, The Ruhr Valley in
Europe combines water navigation with nat-
ural resources. All but two of the 256 largest
cities in the U.S. are served by water trans-
portation.

The Ohio River region is a classic example
of post-navigation development. Industries
along the Ohio spent $25 billion on capital
expenditures between 1950 and 1966. In 1965,
barge traffic on the Ohio River and its tribu-
taries was approximately 90 million tons. The
biggest users of the waterway were petro-
leum, wheat, chemicals, and coal products,
all of which are in abundance in Oklahoma.

‘With the completion of the Arkansas River
project, we will have all of the elements to
equal the Ohio River Valley, plus many more
mineral resources. Also, the Arkansas will be
ice free 12 months per year, permitting con-
tinuous year round barge traffic.

Oklahoma, with her abundant resources,
holds the potential of becoming the energy
capital of the world. Petroleum, natural gas
and natural gas liquids, together with large
quantities of coal and hydro-electric power,
give the Arkansas Basin tremendous energy
resources necessary in the development of
industry.

There are 65 commercially producible min-
erals in this area, industrial water in large
quantities and productive labor. The only
missing link to full economic development
has been water navigation.

This link will be in place in 1970, when
Tulsa is joined to the Mississippl and thence
to the oceans.

The job was to rebuild the Arkansas River
400 miles from the Mississippi below Mem-
phis to Muskogee, and then virtually bulld
a new river along the Verdigris River 39
miles to Catoosa, 10 miles east of Tulsa.

The system will be a chain of slack water
lakes created by locks and dams and will
result in overcoming the 420-foot rise in
elevation from the Mississippl to Catoosa,
at a cost of $1.2 billion. The project is now
two-thirds complete.

Col. George Rebh, Tulsa District Army En-
gineer, said in April there is nothing on
the horizon which indicates any difficulty in
meeting the 1970 completion schedule.

“But,” he sald, “the construction of this
waterway represents less than half the job.
The completed waterway presents a chal-
lenge to insure that port facilities are com-
pleted and operating by 1970; for of what
value is the waterway if there are inade-
quate facilities to receive the goods which
the barges can carry?”

As the terminus of the system, Tulsa’s
port at Catoosa stands to reap the biggest
rewards. Says Samuel W. Frevert, manager
of the Port Authority.

The Tulsa Chamber of Commerce esti-
mates that 5,000 to 6,000 new jobs, chiefly in
manufacturing, will be created with the
advent of navigation.

All in all, it is projected that in 1970
there will be 14,000 new employees and 8500
million invested in new area industry.

The effects of water navigation on Eastern
Oklahoma are already being felt. The signif-
icance of water transportation is that man-
ufacturers will be able to buy their raw
materials for less and ship the finished
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products for less, which will result in ex-
panding their competitive markets.

A group of businessmen has purchased
4,650 acres six miles downstream from the
terminus and named it Verdigris Industrial
Park. This will be one of the largest private
industrial parks in the Southwest.

Present industrial development is stim-
ulated by imminent navigation, North Amer-
ican Aviation's Space Division was located
in Tulsa in 1962 partly because of water
navigation. The facility today employs 4,000
and is growing. NAA-Tulsa purchased 300
acres adjoining the waterway in 1963. Per-
haps the one thing that excited the late
Senator Kerr and many other Oklahomans,
more than anything else, was the prospect
of a major role for Oklahoma in the space
industry. The waterway can make this pos-
sible. Gigantic rockets, boosters and other
hardware, too large to move by rail or truck,
can be made in Oklahoma and moved down
the river to test centers along the Gulf Coast
and then by water to Cape Kennedy.

Armeco Steel, with a plant in Sand Springs,
has purchased a site on the Verdigris. Sav-
ings to steel manufacturers will be sig-
nificant. Flint Steel purchased about 50,000
tons of steel in 19656 that could have moved
inbound by barge on our inland waterway.
A savings of $10-812 per ton would have
been a savings of $500,000-8600,000 to Flint
Steel, according to Charles Gannaway,
executive vice president of the company.

Dewey Portland Cement's Tulsa plant will
ship by river barge as will several sand and
crushed rock plants.

It is anticipated that Texaco and Sunray
DX may expand thelr Tulsa refineries as
the river opens new low-cost transportation,
making feasible the production of petro-
chemicals in this area.

What is this low-cost transportation we're
talking about? Specifically, to move a ton
mile by truck cost 6 5/10¢, rail 1 4/10¢, water
4/10¢. It does not, however, threaten other
modes of transportation. Experience in other
areas opened up by water transportation has
been that other forms of transportation are
stimulated rather than hurt by the new
competition.

Northeastern Oklahoma, located in the
heart of a great wheat center, can expect
benefits from the waterway. Percentage wise,
wheat producers will be the greatest bene-
ficlaries of navigation. It has been estimated
that barge transportation on the Arkansas
will save 18%¢ per bushel on wheat. With
100 million bushels of wheat produced an-
nually in Oklahoma, that’s $13.5 million in
savings.

Besides introducing new low-cost patterns
of transportation, the waterway is expected
to open up mineral resources in Oklahoma
to increased exploitation.

“The waterway s the key that will open
the landlocked Arkansas Basin,” says Don
McEBride, former alde to Senator Robert S.
EKerr who has worked with the project from
its inception. “We are sitting on a store-
house of wealth virtually untapped. What
has been tapped has usually been shipped
out—natural gas, for instance. Now with
low-cost transportation we can process our
raw materials, providing jobs and giving
benefits from the Investment in plant and
equipment.”

The Army Corps of Engineers in past years
has estimated 12.56 million tons to be han-
dled on the Arkansas. More recent studies
have uncovered even more cargo to be
moved—12.6 million tons at the head of
navigation (Tulsa’s Port of Catoosa) alone,
and this makes no allowance for the tre-
mendous increases experienced by other in-
land ports.

One example of this is the Infracoastal
Waterway that runs from Brownsville, Texas,
over to Florida. This waterway is now carry-
ing 64 million tons of freight a year—13 times
its predicted potential,
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Basic products through the Port of Catoosa
will be petroleum, coal, crushed rock, fer-
tilizer, iron and steel, wheat, grain sorghum,
soybeans, cattle, sugar, coffee, salt, canned
goods, soda ash, sulphur, zinc concentrates,
crude rubber, newsprint, automobiles, and
cement. The average will be 34,200 tons per
day.
“The impact that this project will have
on the entire Arkansas River Basin is al-
most beyond belief. The people of the basin
are face to face with the greatest opportu-
nity they have ever known,” says Jacques
Cunningham, chairman of the Chamber’'s
Port Development committee, and first
chairman of the City of Tulsa-Rogers County
Port Authority.

“We must be big enough to face this op-
portunity, by not hesitating to finance the
Port of Catoosa.

“The pride we have in Tulsa is built
around its being a modern, progressive city
on the go, Without the Port, this image will
be lost. We must forge ahead soundly, as
quickly as we can. The year for Tulsa's giant
step forward is 1967—this bond issue is the
last major obstacle between Tulsa and wa-
ter transportation.”

CONGRATULATIONS TO MR. RYAN

Mr. KUPFERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. KUPFERMAN, Mr. Speaker, I
want to commend the Acting Speaker for
his ability in presiding here this evening.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair takes due note of the comments of
the gentleman from New York,

HOSPITAL ASSOCIATIONS SUPPORT
EMERGENCY AID

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New York [Mr. OTTINGER] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous maitter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, yester~
day, I was privileged to read into the
REecorp a selection of letters from hospi-
tal administrators from all over the
country urging this Congress to support
the badly needed hospital emergency
assistance program in the Partnership
for Health Amendments of 1967—H.R.
6418—when this important legislation
comes before the House.

I found particularly compelling these
firsthand descriptions of the problems
that such hospitals—hampered by obso-
lete and inadequate facilities and serv-
icec—face i attempting to fulfill their
responsibilities to the communities they
serve. Equally impressive, in another way,
is the growing support from the State
hospital associations. If the local hospital
is keenly aware of the frustration and
tragedy within the community, the asso-
ciations are in a position to assess the
larger problem from a more dispassionate
point of view. This informed support,
joined to that of the hospitals them-
selves, must carry great weight.
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Again, as I would prefer to let these
organizations speak for themselves, I in-
clude in the Recorp selections from some
of the communications I have received
recently:

WEST VIRGINIA HOSPITAL ASSOCIATION,

Charleston, W. Va., August 15, 1967.
Hon. RICHARD L. OTTINGER,
Longworth House Office Building,
House of Representatives,

aﬂthon D.C.

Dear Me. OrTiNGER: Thank you very much
for your letter and supporting document of
August 3, 1967.

Mr. Huff is away from the office for a few
days, but upon his return I will bring this
matter to his attention and prompt action
will be taken.

I will also assure you that the hospitals of
‘West Virginia, united as well as individually,
will express their interest in an attempt to
influence the Administration’s position on
such a worthwhile program.

Sincerely,
VAUGHAN A. SMITH,
Administrative Assistant.

OrRLAHOMA HOSPITAL ASSOCIATION, INC,,
Tulsa, Okla., August 8, 1967.

Hon. RIcHARD L. OTTINGER,

House of Representatives,

Washington, D.C.

Dear ConNGRESSMAN: It is our understand-
ing that the House Interstate and Foreign
Commerce Committee has adopted, as an
amendment to the Administration’s Part-
nership for Health bill (H.R, 6418), the Hos~
pital Emergency Assistance Act.

The Oklahoma Hospital Assoclation 1is
pleased to see this legislative action that
would give our hospitals the emergency ald
needed to relleve the immediate pressures
and allow our institutions to provide the
quality of care they are capable of produc-
ing. We further understand that the proposal
by Congressman Ottinger would be adminis-
tered in such a manner as to be consistent
with the over-all planning of the Hill-Burton
program. The hospitals of Oklahoma are in
need of this type of supplementary program.

We are sure this amendment still faces
crucial tests on the House floor and in Senate
action. Therefore, we sincerely urge your
support in the passage of this program.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

RODGERS,
Ezecutive Director,

New Mexico HoSPITAL ASSOCIATION,
Santa Fe, N. Mex., July 27, 1967.
Hon. RicHARD L. OTTINGER,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear M=r, OrrmveeEr: Enclosed are “The
‘Week for Hospitals” July 21, 1967 from AHA
and the NMHA newsletter for July 1967.

Because Saint Vincent Hospltal gave us a
copy of your July 18th letter, we were able
to offer information concerning H.R. 6418 to
our membership.

We certainly hope that the NMHA mem-
bership will follow through in supporting
this bill. If our office can be of assistance,
please do not hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely,
TaOMAS I. HARNISH,
Egecutive Director,
[From the New Mexico Hospital Assoclation
Newsletter, July 1967]
U.S. GoverNMENT—H.R. 6418

The Hosplital Emergency Assistance Act has
been adopted by the House Interstate and
Forelgn Commerce Committee as an amend-
ment (Section 12) to the Administration's
“Partnership for Health” bill (H.R. 6418).
This hospital ald program still faces cruclal
tests on the House floor and then in Senate
action.

Now that the program has been Included
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as a part of the Administration’s bill, its
prospects are bright. When H.R. 6418 comes
to the House floor, it would take a separate
amendment to remove Hospital Emergency
Aid from this measure,

Richard L. (D., N.Y.), House of
Representatives, asks that all interested hos-
pitals, their board members, officials and
other concerned citizens make their Con-
gressmen aware of the urgent need for such
a program.

We ask you to indicate your support by
contacting your Congressman.,

HosPITAL ASSOCIATION OF
New YorE StaTr, INC.,
Albany, N.Y., August 9, 1967.
Hon. RICHARD L. OTTINGER,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear CONGRESSIONAL OTTINGER: Thank you
for your letter of August 8 and its enclo-
sures. You may be assured we are watching
your amendment closely and were more than
pleased when we learned of its adoption by
the House Committee.

The Association’s President will write each
of you in behalf of its 320 hospital members
but we are asking hospitals and their Trus-
tees to write individually. A copy of our re-
quest letter is enclosed.

Flease let me know if there is more that
can be done to remove obstacles,

Sincerely,
CuArLES M, ROYLE,
Ezxecutive Vice President.

HoSPITAL ASSOCIATION OF
NeEwW YORE STATE, INC.,
Albany, N.¥., August 9, 1967.
To Administrators, Member Hospltals, Hos-
pital Association of New York State.

The Interstate and Forelgn Commerce
Committee of the House of Representatives
has adopted the Hospital Emergency Assist-
ance Act (HR 11571) proposed by New York’s
Congressman Richard L. Ottinger (25th Dis-
trict). The adopted proposal becomes an
amendment to the administration’s Part-
nership for Health bill (H.R. 6418).

The proposal calls for emergency financing
to hospitals unable to meet present urgent
health service needs of the communities they
serve or to participate In comprehensive
health service programs or planning to meet
future needs due to a critical lack of ade-
quate facilities and services that results from
existing inadequate sources of public or pri-
vate financing needed to correct the critical
condition.

Establishing guldes for eligibility under
the program, the bill appropriates for fiscal
year ending June 80, 1968, $40,000,000 for
direct grants of up to 6635 percent of a
project cost and $18,000,000 for emergency
loans not to exceed 90 percent of the re-
maining 831 percent of the project cost.
Such loans could run up to 50 years at 214
percent.,

Such a program, if enacted, will be most
helpful in many areas of the State and our
combined efforts are needed now to move
it successfully on the House floor.

May I urge each of you to write to your
own Congressman requesting his full sup-
port when the bill comes to the House floor.,
Please ask members of your Board to write
also and if they know the gentlemen per-
sonally, a phone call is in order. Your help
can assure enactment.

Sincerely,
CuzarLEs M. ROYLE,
Ezxecutive Vice President.
THE CoNNECTICUT HOSPITAL AS-
SOCIATION,
New Haven, Conn., August 7, 1967.
Hon. RicHARD L. OTTINGER,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

My DEAR REPRESENTATIVE OTTINGER: Thank

you for your August 3 letter referring to
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your amendment to the Administration’s
Partnership for Health Bill (H.R. 6418).

This association has made reference to the
bill at some of our past meetings. If you
have specific suggestions as to additional
ways in which we may be of assistance in
this matter, please do not hesitate to con-
tact us at your convenience.

Cordially,

ANDERSON,
Ezecutive Vice President.
NeEw JersEy HOSPITAL ASSOCIATION,
Princeton, N.J., August 9, 1967.
Hon. RICHARD L. OTTINGER,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

My Dear CONGRESSMAN OTTINGER: Your
letter to Mr. Owen arrived during his ab-
sence, and since he will be out of the office
for several weeks, I am taking the liberty of
acknowledging it.

We appreciate receiving the information
on your proposed Hospital Emergency As-
sistance Act.

I am sure you can count on the support of
New Jersey hospitals for this program.

Sincerely,
W. T. MIDDLEBROOK, Jr.,
Associate Director.
THE HOSPITAL ASSOCIATION
OF PENNSYLVANIA,
Harrisburg, Pa., August 11, 1967.
Hon. RicHARrD L. OTTINGER,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. OTTivGER: I am pleased to reply
1o your recent letter concerning the Hospital
Emergency Assistance Bill which was
adopted by the House Interstate and Foreign
Commerce Committee as an amendment to
the Partnership for Health Bill, HR. 6418,

The need for additional funds for provi-
slon of critically needed hospital facilities
and services is recognized, and we are most
appreclative of your efforts to help assure
adequate funds for these hospitals to pro-
vide these facilitles and services.

‘We, too, are pleased to note that the pro-
posed emergency assistance to the eligible
hospitals would not confiict with or be a
substitute for the existing Hill-Harris pro-

FPlease be assured that we support your
efforts to help enact legislation that will
provide relief for those hospitals with obso-
lete and/or inadequate facilities and serv-
ices, so that critical shortages in these areas
may be minimized and our citizens be pro-
vided with adequate health facilities and
services.

If our Association can be helpful to your
efforts in other ways, we will be happy to
hear from you.

Bincerely yours,
Jorw F. WoRMAN,
Ezecutive Director.

OUR POLICIES IN VIETNAM

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New York [Mr. BiIngHEAM] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matier.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I have
been deeply concerned by the mounting
evidence that our policies in Vietnam
are being increasingly dictated by short-
range military considerations, rather
than by long-range statesmanship. I
have great admiration for military men,
but I think it is too much to expect that
they should give full weight to the non-
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military political and psychological fac-
tors which may in the long run be deci-
sive.

A classic case was Japan's decision,
obviously dictated by the military, to
attack Pearl Harbor in 1941. The attack
was a spectacular military success, but
it unified the United States so as to guar-
antee Japan's ultimate defeat, and thus
in the end the attack proved to be an
unmitigated disaster for Japan.

In the current Saturday Evening Post,
Mr. Stewart Alsop has written an article
which, in a semihumorous vein, makes
some very serious points. The article, en-
titled “Almost All Generals Are Almost
Always Wrong About All Wars,” follows:

ALmosT ALL GENERALS ARE ALMOST ALWAYS
WRONG ABOUT ALL WARS
(By Stewart Alsop)

WasHiNGTON.— Put not your trust in
princes,” the Bible warns. Presidents of the
United States might do well to bear in mind
a revised verslon of this admonition: “Put
not your trust in generals.” For it seems to
be a sound rule that almost all generals are
almost always wrong about all wars.

Every one of our Presidents since World
War II has received dublous advice from the
generals. President Truman's military ad-
visers at first told him that South Eorea
could be defended with American air and
naval power. Many bloody infantry battles
later, when American divisions were advanc-
ing toward the Yalu, General MacArthur
pooh-poohed the President’s fears that the
Chinese Communists might intervene.

A majority of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
recommended to President Eisenhower the
bombing of the Chinese mainland at the
time of the offshore-islands crisis, and the
bombing of the Viet Minh at the time of Dien
Bien Phu. Eisenhower vetoed both pro-
posals—wisely, in retrospect. But then, Eisen-
hower was a general himself, so he knew how
wrong generals can be.

President EKennedy found out how wrong
generals can be when the Joint Chiefs ruled
in advance that the Bay of Pigs project was
militarily sound and feasible. As for President
Johnson, there is not much doubt that his
military advisers have been wrong about the
war in Vietnam.

President Johnson made two key decisions
about Vietnam, both early in 1965. The first
was to bomb North Vietnam, and the second
was to intervene with American combat
troops in South Vietnam. These decisions
may have been the right decisions—that is
for history to tell. But there cannot be any
serious doubt any longer that the military
assumptions on which they were based were
wrong. To prove that these assumptions were
wrong, it is really only necessary to ask a
couple of questions,

The bombing of North Vietnam has been
heavier than the bombing of Nazl Germany.
Yet there has not been the slightest hint
from the North of any intention to negotiate
seriously, and the rate of infiltration from the
North has gone sharply up since 1865. Ques-
tion One: Were these the results of the
bombing that the President's military ad-
vises expected and predicted to the Presi-
dent in 19657

There are now more than 460,000 American
troops in Vietnam, and there will soon be
more than a half million. By “reasoning to-
gether" with General Westmoreland and the
Joint Chiefs, President Johnson has got them
to agree to this level—for public consump-
tion. But it is no secret that Westmoreland
and the Chiefs really want 600,000 U.S. troops
in Vietnam, and eventually as many as 750,-
000. Yet despite the commitment of a very
big U.S. army to Vietnam, the war is very far
indeed from being won, and in some areas
the Viet Cong is stronger than ever. Ques-
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tion Two: Were these the results of the troop
commitment that the President’s military
advisers expected and predicted to the Presi-
dent in 1965?

The questions answer themselves, All mili-
tary predictions are of course carefully
hedged, but the plain fact is that the Presi-
dent's military advisers expected far quicker
and more decisive results from the bombing
of the North and the commitment of Ameri-
can troops in the South.

It is no new thing under the sun for the
generals to be wrong. In 431 B.c., old Eing
Archidamus of Sparta counseled against
making war on Athens, warning that the war
would be “bequeathed to the next genera-
tion.” But the Spartan generals, confident of
speedy victory, attacked anyway. The war
lasted for 27 years.

Skip the intervening millennia, rife with
examples of the wrongness of generals, and
consider a few examples from our own cen-

Item: In the First World War the generals
on both sides were consistently wrong. For
example, the German General Staff confi-
dently predicted that the war would be over
in four months, and with the exception of
Kitchener and Joffre, the British and French
generals also made their plans on the as-
sumption that the war would be over in less
than a year. The war, of course, lasted four
long and blood-soaked years.

ITem: After Hitler's blitz against France,
the prevailing view of the American military,
as conveyed to President Roosevelt, was that
the British could not possibly hold out for
more than a few months. When the Germans
attacked Russia, the American intelligence
estimate was that the Germany Army would
go through Russia “like a knife through
butter,” six weeks being the estimate of the
time required to complete the conquest. In
late summer, 1944, General Eisenhower’'s in-
telligence staff predicted the end of “orga-
nized resistance” by the Germans by “1 De-
cember 1944 . .. and it may even end
sooner.” It ended many months and many
thousands of casualties later.

Item: Before Pearl Harbor, the military
estimates of what the Japanese could and
would do were consistently wrong—literally
dozens of bad guesses are recorded in Roberta
Wohlstetter's book on Pearl Harbor.

The basic assumptions were that the Japa-
nese wouldn't dare to attack the United
States, and if they did they would be defeated
in a few months. Four years later, in 1945,
Gen. Douglas MacArthur was convinced that
“the cost in bloed in defeating Japan” would
be so high that “the President should start
putting pressure on the Russians” to get
them into the war.

But this gloomy forecast was an exception.
Generals usually think that wars can be won
quickly, still another example being General
MacArthur's famous “home by Christmas”
statement in Eorea in 1950.

Generals are sometimes right, of course—
and clvilians, especially journalists, can be
even more spectacularly wrong about wars
than generals. The trouble is that a civilian
President doesn't expect his generals to be
wrong about wars, any more than he would
expect good lawyers to be wrong about the
law. But the fog of war is even thicker than
the fog that surrounds the law, and military
professionalism doesn't dispel war’'s fog—it
thickens it.

This is not because “‘the brass” is stupid or
wrongheaded—most generals are exception-
ally honorable and intelligent men. It is a
matter of conditioning. A soldier is trained to
be a “can-do man”—it does not come natural
to him to say that he doesn't think a war
can be won quickly, or that the risks of inter-
vening in some small country are too great.
He is also trained to exude a certain author-
ity and certitude, so that when all the gen-
erals, all exuding authority and certitude, all
agree on a certain course, it is difficult for a
civilian President to turn them down.
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This is why it may be useful for future
Presidents—and all the rest of us—to bear
in mind that almost all generals are almost
always wrong about all wars. Generals should
be listened to with skeptical respect, but
never with reverent credulity.

SILVER

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Rhode Island [Mr. TIERNAN] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
REecorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. TIERNAN. Mr. Speaker, I am in-
creasingly concerned by the spiraling
price of silver and its effect on Rhode
Island industry. Since 1958, silver con-
sumption has far outdistanced silver
production. This deficit was largely met
by sales from the U.S. Treasury silver
stocks at $1.29 per troy ounce. Today,
those stocks have been largely depleted.
A measure of the inability of the Depart-
ment of the Treasury to provide stability
any longer for the price of silver was its
announcement on July 14 that it would
no longer sell silver at the long-quoted
price of $1.29. Since that time, the free
market price of silver has soared to in the
vicinity of $1.80 per troy ounce. At this
price, the silver content of our 900 fine
silver coinage exceeds in value its face
worth.

Various proposals have been made to
allow these coins to be melted down for
their silver content. It is estimated that
these coins contain from 1.5 to 2 billion
ounces of silver and its release will tend
to stabilize the price of silver around
$1.50 per troy ounce. Without its release,
some predict that silver prices could rise
to $3 per troy ounce in the months ahead.
As silver is largely a byproduct of lead
and zinc mining, both of which have been
recently subject fto increasing price
weakness, immediate relief from high
prices through inecreased production is
doubtful and silver users must look in-
creasingly to our coinage if they are to
avert disaster.

At present, the Treasury has banned
both the export and melting of silver
coins in an attempt to stop hoarding.
The disappearance of half dollars is an
indication of the failure of this policy.

I feel that increasing industrial neces-
sity and the desire for a stable silver
market merits the removal of silver coin-
age from circulation, to be melted down
and the silver gradually resold at free
market prices to introduce stability to the
silver price situation. I do not feel that
the resultant profits should go to hoard-
ers and speculators who have repeatedly
disregarded the pleas and admonitions of
the Secretary of the Treasury. These
same speculators and hoarders have
caused shortages of our coinage reaching
crisis proportions in the last few years. I
have introduced this resolution to urge
that the Secretary of the Treasury, in
order to relieve the current acute short-
age of silver and to dampen the violent
fluctuations in the price of that com-
modity, withdraw from circulation the
silver coins of the United States com-
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posed of 900 fine silver, extract the silver
bullion therefrom, and release the silver
bullion at free market prices in such a
manner as to provide stability in the
domestic silver market.

It is my hope that this resolution will
not only provide relief for a wide range of
metal, electrical, instrument, jewelry and
silver manufacturers and their employees
in Rhode Island and in other States, but
also will assure that the profits from the
melting of our coinage should go to those
to whom it rightfully belongs, the Amer-
ican taxpayer.

Mr, Speaker, if there is no objection, I
would like to include as part of my re-
marks an editorial from the Providence
Journal, July 31, 1967, commenting on
the melting of silver coinage:

[Providence Journal, July 81, 1967]
MeLTING SILVER COINS

The problem created for the nation's sllver
users by the drastic price increase in sterling
from the former pegged price of $1.29 an
ounce to the current figure of about $1.77 on
the open market is imposing. It already has
occasloned broad realignments of consumer
product price schedules in the silverware and
photographic film industries.

To help industrial users who are concen-
trated in the Northeast, as well as the con-
sumer who must pay inflated prices, Sen.
John O. Pastore has introduced a bill in Con-
gress that would permit the melting down
of old U.8. coins of high silver content that
are still in circulation. The effect would be
to free an estimated 1.8 billion ounces and,
it 1s theorized, to stablilize the market price
at about $1.50 an ounce.

From the standpoint of the user and con-
sumer, these ends are much to be desired.
From the standpoint of silver producers and
investors they are not likely to be so0
attractive.

The position of industrial users for many
years has been that the federal government
should get out of the silver business, elimi-
nate the pegged price at which the Treasury
buys and sells silver, end the use of silver for
coinage and free government stocks for in-
dustrial purposes. Industry has maintained
consistently that supply and demand alone
should determine market price.

The government in recent years has been
moving in this direction. It has ended the
use of silver in newly minted dimes and quar-
ters and reduced from 90 per cent to 40 per
cent the silver content of half dollars. On
July 14 it ended the pegged price and as a
result the market for silver soared.

The question Senator Pastore's bill raises
is whether silver users should profit from
the inflated value of the old silver coins by

allowed to melt them down or whether
it would be falrer for the Treasury to recall
the coins, melt them, offer the metal at the
going price and rea; the profits for all U.S.
taxpayers.

The Treasury has sald that with the new
bimetal dimes and quarters the old coins are
not required to meet currency needs. It
seems clear, then, that the silver should be
put to good use. How this can be done by the
falrest method is the problem Congress must
solve,

FOURTEEN CONGRESSMEN INTRO-
DUCED THE LOW AND MODERATE
INCOME HOUSING ACT OF 1968

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. GoNzZALEZ] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
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objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, today
13 other Members and I have introduced
H.R. 12401, the Low and Moderate In-
come Housing Act of 1968. The bill is de-
signed to increase by tenfold the annual
addition to the Nation’s supply of low
and moderate income housing and to
eliminate conditions that perpetuate ur-
ban ghettos.

The bill has now been introduced by
20 Congressmen. It is a companion bill
to H.R. 12142, introduced by my col-
leagues on the Housing Subcommittee of
the House Banking and Currency Com-
mittee, Mr. AsHLEY, Mr. MoOORHEAD, and
Mr. Reuss on August 7. And last week,
similar bills were introduced by Mr. Bo-
LaND, Mr. ByrNE of Pennsylvania and
Mr. Nix.

The bill would strengthen and expand
established Federal programs designed to
stimulate construction of low- and mod-
erate-income housing. It would also break
down the barriers which enclose urban
ghettos; thus allowing low- and mod-
erate-income housing to be built
throughout the city.

In addition, the bill seeks to improve
and to expand existing urban renewal,
housing rehabilitation, insurance, and
tax programs in order to bring the full
range of housing legislation to bear on
the massive housing problems which the
Nation faces.

Joining with me today are Congress-
men BincHaM, BrowN of California,
ConerLaN, FarssTEIN, Giammo, MINg,
O’NEemLL of Massachusetts, REEs, ROSEN-
THAL, ST GERMAIN, ST. ONGE, VANIK, and
VIGORITO.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to include a
letter in support of this legislation sent
to Congressman Reuss by the National
Housing Conference, a group of 200 or-
ganizations which are intimately involved
in low- and moderate-income housing.

NaTionaL HoUusiNG CONFERENCE, INC.,

Washington, D.C., August 14, 1967.
Hon. HENRY S. REUSS,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear CownGrREssMAN REeuss: I appreclate
very much your forwarding to me your re-
marks on the Floor of the House with regard
to the Low and Moderate Income Housing
Act of 1968, which you introduced in associa-
tion with Representative Moorhead of Penn-
sylva.nla. and Repreaantative Ashley of Ohio.

I wish to compliment you and your as-
soclates on sponsoring this far reaching legis-
lative proposal which embodies many of the
recommendations of the National Housing
Conference for effective action to overcome
the critical problems confronting the na-
tion in the housing and related fields.

‘While I am sure our organization will sup-
port your bill as a whole, I would like par-
ticularly to express our strong support for
the following crucial provisions of your bill:

1. The statement of purpose for the devel-
opment of ten million new or rehabilitated
housing units for low and moderate income
households over the next twenty years at an
average rate of 500,000 units per year, and
the related provision for an annual report by
the Secretary of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment as to the steps necessary to achieve
‘this goal.

2. The extension of Section 221(d)(8) fi-
nancing to the purchase of homes by families
and individuals of low and moderate income.
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3. The establishment of a sliding scale of
interest rates on Section 221(d) (3) and Sec-
tion 221(h) mortgages from three percent
to zero percent if a higher rate would cause
the family which occupies or purchases the
housing to have a housing expense exceed-
ing one fourth of its income.

4. The increase of $2 billion on July 1,
1968 in the Special Assistance Funds of the
Federal National Mortgage Association for
the above program.

5. The increase of $750 million in the Ur-
ban Renewal Authorization to become avail-
able on July 1, 1968.

I can assure you that the National Hous-
ing Conference welcomes the action by you
and Mr. Moorhead and Mr. Ashley in intro-
ducing this forward looking legislation.

Sincerely yours,
NatHANIEL S. EEITH.

A description of the 12 titles of the bill
follows:

I. Statement of Purpose: To build and re-
habilitate 10 milllon units of low and mod-
erate income housing over the next 20 years
by public and private effort.

II. Annual Low and Moderate Income
Housing Report: The Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development is directed to
prepare each January an actlon program to
see that at least 500,000 low and moderate
income housing units are constructed in that
year,

III. Expanded Section 221(d)(3), 221(h),
and 203 Low and Moderate Income Housing
Programs: Existing programs which rely on
private, nonprofit corporations, limited divi-
dend corporations, and cooperatives to pro-
duce and rehabilitate housing are strength-
ened. The present cooperative and rental pro-
gram is extended to the sale of new homes.
FNMA is given additional funding to expand
low and moderate income housing programs.

um income limits for families quali-
fying for the purchase of rehabilitated homes
are increased from the present publie hous-
ing income level. The present 3 percent be-
low market mortgage interest rate is gradu-
ated down to 0 percent, in order to permit
lower income families to own or occupy such
housing without exceeding a housing or
rental payment of one-fourth of their in-
come. As they earn more income, their pay-
ments are adjusted upward; if they sell the
home, they are required to repay the inter-
est subsidy. Present conservation and reha-
bilitation laws are broadened to permit their
use by nonprofit organizations which under-
take to rehabilitate entire neighborhoods.

IV. Financial and Technical Assistance to
Non-Profit Organigzations and Cooperatives
Sponsoring Low and Moderate Income Hous-
ing. Funds are provided for “seed money”
so that churches, unions, cooperatives, and
civic associations can undertake the produc-
tion and rehabilitation of housing provided
above,

V. Insurance Protectlon for Homeowners.
This title provides for pooled insurance for
low and moderate income families to main-
tain their mortgage payments when faced
with personal adversity such as illness or
unemployment, and for fire insuranee pro-
tection at reasonable rates on property in
the inner core of metropolitan areas.

VI. Social Services in Public Housing. This
title will emable HUD to provide much-
needed social services for the residents of
public houslng projects without increasing
rents. Such services as job counseling, in-
struction in good housekeeping practices and
guidance in money management will speed
public housing turnover by preparing ten-
ants for a permanent return to private
housing.

VII. Expanded Urban Renewal. The pres-
ent backlog of urban renewal applications
is about £1.5 billion against a fiscal 1968
authorization of §750 million. This title dou-
bles that authorization to §1.5 billion. The
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maximum amount of grants to low income
homeowners to rehabilitate their homes is
increased from the present $1500 to $2500,

VIII, Reducing the Cost of Housing Con-
struction. In order to prevent local bullding
conditions from unduly ralsing the cost of
housing construction, this title requires HUD
within one year to develop a modern build~
ing code, and provides that three years there-
after any community failing to have a mod-
ernized building code will be precluded from
recelving the benefits of such federal assis-
tance as sewer and water facility grants, open
space grants, community facilities grants,
urban renewal programs, and FHA insurance.

IX. Assistant Secretary for Research—to
organize an effective government-wide re-
search and development program to increase
innovation in the field of housing and in
urban affairs generally.

X. Removing Federal Involvement with
Lending Institutions Which Discriminate in
Making Mortgage Loans or Which Loan to
Persons Who Discriminate. President Ken-
nedy’'s Executive Order of 1962 provided for
fair housing in FHA and VA mortgages. Since
this covers only some 17 percent of all private
housing starts, it has not been effective. Title
X would extend the fair housing policy by
prohibiting any federally-insured bank, mu-
tual savings bank, or savings and loan insti-
tution from discriminating thus extending
falr housing to an important 70 percent of
the housing market.

XI. Eliminating Federal Subsidies for Dis-
crimination Against Low- and Moderate-
Income Families. A major obstacle to the
provision of decent low- and moderate-
income housing in many suburban communi-
ties 1s the practice of zoning against such

. This title would deprive communi-
tles with restrictive zoning ordinances of
federal open space, urban renewal and other
assistance,

XII. Removing Federal Income Tax Benefits
for Landlords Violating Loeal Health, Fire,
or Housing Regulations, Landlords maintain-
ing property in violation of local health, fire,
or housing regulations are penalized by deny-
ing them a federal income tax depreciation
deduction,

The three Congressmen also called upon
the Administration to develop promptly an
Emergency Work and Reconstruction Fro-
gram to provide new jobs for the unemployed
as the unemployment counterpart of their
housing bill—a program advocated last week
by the newly formed Urban Coalition made
up of 22 U.S. leaders. “A vast new program
for rebuilding our slums, if coupled with a
job training and employment program, would
have the double benefit of producing a decent
living environment for today’s slum dwellers
while providing them with the jobs needed
to escape poverty,” they said.

LET'S CONSTRUCT

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. GoNzaLEZ] may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and include extraneous matter,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, too
often we begin to rebuild only after trag-
edy and destruction. Too late we realize
that destruction might have been pre-
cipitated by constructive action. How
many times must the apple fall on our
heads before we take the hint?

In 1966 Congress authorized $400 mil-
lion to help our cities build model neigh-
borhoods. This program marked a new
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approach to the housing problems of our
slum areas—not just physical renewal
but also human renewal. It was designed
to provide concentrated social, eco-
nomic, and physical improvements with-
in these dilapidated areas.

After authorizing the program, Con-
gress appropriated $11 million in plan-
ning funds, and 193 cities responded with
forthright and scathing analysis of their
problems and suggesting innovative ap-
proaches to such problems.

As noted in the Christian Science
Monitor, so many cities recognized that
they were sitting on top of explosive kegs.
I quote from the Newark, N.J. applica-
tion:

Among major American cities, Newark and
its citizens face the highest percentage of
substandard housing, the most crime per
100,000 population, the heaviest per capita
tax burden, the sharpest shifts in population,
and the highest rate of venereal disease, new
cases of tuberculosis, and maternal mortal-
ity. (Apr. 25, 1967.)

Despite awareness on the part of the
cities, the mayors, and the citizens that
something must be done, Congress mer-
rily proceeded to deny adequate funding
for the model cities program. Also, they
completely destroyed the rent supple-
ment program and, most recently, the
Rat Extermination Act.

Congressional rationale for crippling
and destroying these programs seems
trite in light of the past few weeks in
this country. Complete negativism is not
going to solve the cancerous problems
plaguing our cities. And we might as well
divorce ourselves from the idea that they
are going to disappear. We must find
constructive answers.

I believe that the model cities program
offers such a constructive alternative—
an alternative adopted in 1966. The sense
of urgency in 1967 amply demonstrates
the need for this program.

So that my colleagues might read this
informative article appearing in the
Christian Science Monitor, July 24, I in-
clude it in the Recorp at this point:
REBUILDING JoB—MODEL-CITY APPLICANTS

BHOW AWARENESS OF PROBLEM AREAS
(By Robert Cahn)

WasHINGTON.—Many of the applicants for
the model-cities program have admitted in
stark detail conditions in ther own com-
munities similar to those believed to under-
lie recent urban riots and racial flare-ups.

Of the 193 cities and county areas which
submitted applications prior to the May 1
deadline, 16 have already had disorders this
spring and summer. (Six citles which have
not applied for the program also have had
outbreaks of violence this year.)

Many other applications from citles that
have not had disorders also reveal community
awareness of the great disparity between the
affluence of the major part of the city and
conditions in slums.

“The physical condition of the meodel
neighborhood is such that it is completely
inadequate for the needs of the residents,”
says the application from Erie, Pa., submitted
in mid-April. Riots occurred in Erie July 20.

“Among major American cities, Newark and
its citizens face the highest percentage of
substandard housing, the most crime per
100,000 population, the heaviest per capita
tax burden, the sharpest shifts in popula-
tion, and the highest rate of venereal disease,
new cases of fuberculosis, and maternal mor-
tality” (from Newark, N.J., application dated
April 25).
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NEGATIVE STATISTICS NOTED

“This ‘other’ Washington must admit to a
list of negative statistics which places it
among the first rank of American cities in
possession of serlous unsolved, social, eco-
nomiec, and physical problems” (application
from Washington, D.C., where there have
been no disturbances this year).

The self-awareness of problems as dis-
closed in model-cities applications, and the
desire of the cities to do something about
these conditions, is expected to play a part
in congressional consideration of funds for
the new program.

Facts and figures are ready for a Senate
appropriations subcommittee which is hear-
ing testimony on the program. Robert C.
Weaver, Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD), s leading the admin-
istration drive at the Senate hearings to re-
store cuts made by the House of Representa-
tives.

Although $400 million to help cities con-
duct demonstration projects was authorized
last for fiscal 1968 (the year starting
July 1, 1967), the House recently voted to
appropriate only $150 million. It also eut a
request for additional urban-renewal funds
for the model-cities program from $250 mil-
lion to $76 million.

The expected plea by administration
spokesmen for urgency in appropriating the
full appropriation may be tempered by ques-
tions as to why the administration has been
slow to approve applications for model-cities-
planning money already appropriated.

APPLICATIONS REVIEWED

Applications have been *under review”
by HUD for almost three months. Secretary
Weaver has sald that about 70 clities will be
selected to share in the $11 million planning
funds (and eventually the much larger
amounts of supplementary funds).

The selected cities will receive financial
ald In carrying cut concentrated programs
of soclal, economic, and physical improve-
ment in specific neighborhoods.

The following excerpts are from applica-
tions in which cities have summarized the
problems of their city or model neighbor-
hood targeted for rehabilitation:

Erie, Pa.: “Housing dates back some 50
years, and it has been estimated that 35
percent of all the housing units in the area
substandard. The physical plants serving
the educational, cultural, and recreational
needs of the residents are as dated as the
homes and, In most instances, completely
inadequate. Extensive deterloration is also
evident in the streets, water systems, and
sewer systems. The physical condition of the
model neighborhood s such that it is com-
peltely inadequate for the needs of the resi-
dents.

“As this area has deterlorated, it has be-
gun to draw the most soclally deprived
members of the community to its bound-
arles. Crime and delinquency are major
problems in the area; unemployment has
been estimated to be five times higher than
in other sections of the city; the health-
problem rate is five times greater; and the
over-all living conditions of site occupants
are far below that of the rest of the city.”

Newark: “Second [in the nation] in
population density, second in infant mor-
tality and birth rate, seventh in absclute
number of drug addicts . . . high unemploy-
ment . .. yearly turnover rate 44 percent
in city's schools.

“The largest major city in the nation
without a standard VHF television out-
let . . . without modern communication,
which tends to separate citizens from events;
those who seek to play a role in public af-
fairs in the city must do so in a direct,
small-town way.

“The model neighborhood includes New-
ark’s historic staging center for successive
s, with the current wave




22820

consisting mainly of persons from the rural
South and Puerto Rico. These men and
women come unskilled and poorly educated,
with the fabric of their lives and heritage
shredded by generations of vicious neglect
and tion. ., . . Their impact has
not caused an urban crisis, but revealed it,
for if the dimensions of the problem are
new, the patterns are old.”

CITY OF CONTRASTS

Washington, D.C. “The contrast between
the ‘monumental’ Washington—the impres-
sive city of broad, tree-shaded boulevards,
marble edifices, and beautifully preserved
mansions and town houses—and the ‘other’
Washington where the great majority of the
800,000 residents live. . . .

“Unemployment rates exceeding 10 per-
cent for Negro males in some central areas
to over 20 percent for Negro male teen-
agers . . . 8 draft rejection rate which ex-
ceeds that of any state in the union ... a
housing shortage reaching crisis proportions
for low-income families . . . a level of school
retardation exceeded by only a couple of
the most backward states.”

The application also said that the crime
rate “is higher than almost any other major
United States city. . . . Low~income housing
shortage has increased since the 1960 cen-
sus. . . . There has been an upward surge in
welfare assistance. . . . Overt raclal confliict
flared in dangerous manner in Anacostia
area last summer and threatened to spread
to other areas.”

DETERIORATION SPREADS

Boston: “The model-neighborhood-area
population comprises one-tenth of the 625,~
000 residents in Boston. ... If left on its
own, the marked patterns of deterioratiorn
established in recent years are likely to
continue.

“Large portions of the model-neighbor-
hood-area work force are elther unem-
ployed, underemployed, or employed in jobs
requiring little education or skill, The area
has 22 percent of the city's unemployed. . . .

“The public schools of the area are old
and in poor condition—of the 23 elementary
schools, only three are racially balanced (in
the area’s parochial schools, 75 percent of
the students are white). . . . The school de-
partments reports a model-neighborhood
dropout rate 36 percent above Boston's one-
year dropout rate. The children of the area
have less chance of living through infancy
than the rest of Boston's children, Adult
health compares unfavorably with health in
the city as a whole. . . . The residents are
nearly twice as likely to suffer from
aleoholism.

“Approximately 18 percent of the welfare
budget for the city of Boston is spent in the
model neighborhood. More than 28 percent
of the unwed mothers in the city are found in
the area. . . . In . . . 18 percent of the ar-
rests for major crimes and 19 percent of
juvenile arrests were in the area.”

CALL THE PIED PIPER

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. HoLLAND] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr, Speaker, the Com-~
mittee on Education and Labor has al-
ready had 26 days of hearings on the 1967
poverty bill—which has been before the
Congress for over 4 months now. And
some of those hearings have gone far into
the night hours. But my good friend, the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

gentleman from Ohio, in his tender solic-
itude for the poverty program and, no
doubt, in his anxiety that we take imme-
diate action on it, has announced a
leisurely set of informal and unau-
thorized “field hearings” to begin in his
home State and possibly to go elsewhere.

I wish the distinguished gentleman
well in his field hearings and I com-
mend to him two aspects of the war
against poverty on which I am certain he
will be happy to take testimony. One is
the rat problem in some cities in his
State—a problem, indeed, which knows
no State boundaries, but which the Ohio

IO has recently commented on.
The other problem, to which I know our
able colleague will turn his immediate at-
tention is also highlighted in a recent
edition of the Ohio AFL-CIO News and
Views—a situation in which, according to
this article, 15,000 Ohio wage earners
have been cheated out of over $3 million
in wages in the first 6 months of 1967. As
the article points out, however, this crime
did not get quite the attention that the
papers focused on other crimes elsewhere,
so we are very fortunate that the gentle-
man from Ohio is going to hold these
hearings so we can get all the facts.

Iinclude these two articles at this point
in the REcorbp:

CaLr THE PIED PIPER

“Rats as bilg as cats are threatening to
outstrip the people population,” the Cincin-
natli Enquirer reported July 26,

Two days earlier, the Cleveland Press re-
ported “rat bites send at least 80 Cleve-
landers, mostly children, to hospitals each
year.” The Press also sald “rats cause $4,-
000,000 damage a year in this city (Cleve-
land) alone. Rat control is a massive prob-
lem: 89% of Cleveland’s blocks have rats in
at least one property.”

On July 31, the Cleveland Plain Dealer
carried an Associated Press story disclosing
“the United States has about half as many
rats as people.” The AP story said rats are
costing the nation $1 billion a year in dam-
ages. The story continued:

“Rats thrive in slum areas, Many poor peo-
ple live in constant dread of rats. The great-
est danger is rat bite, and it is little chil-
dren—especially those in cribs—who are the
most likely victims.” AP said New York City
reports 500 to 600 rat bites each year!

This is disgusting! The richest nation in
the world plagued by filthy rodents.

President Johnson tried to do something
about the rats. He sent Congress a bill to
provide $40 million over the next two years
to exterminate the rats. But the conserva-
tive-minded House of Representatives just
laughed at the proposal. Members jokingly
called it the “civil rats” bill and charged the
funds would create a “rat corps.” The pro-
posal was defeated 207 to 176.

- - - - -

One of the “nay"” Republicans, had the gall
to lead the fight against the rat extermina-
tion program after complaining that not
enough money was being spent by the gov-
ernment to control blackbirds! He cried that
the blackbirds were causing farmers to lose
about $58 milllon a year in crops.

In his book, a bird in the hand is worth
ninety-nine in the bush! We guess the city
folks will just have to pray for another Pied
Piper.

Bosses CHEAT WORKERS AGAIN

A viclous, savage, bestial, uncivilized, ruth-
less, cruel, barbaric and wicked crime wave
ran rampant over Ohio again during the
first half of 1967. But unfortunately, it went
almost unnoticed.
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However, thanks to the watchdogs of the
U.S. Labor Dept., 2,350 investigations were
conducted in Ohio. The results were out of
this world! The federal invesigators learned:

A total of 15,737 Ohio workers have been
cheated or swindled out of hard-earned
wages by their bosses. That's right! Busi-
nessmen have been stealing from their em-
ployes! In fact, they've stolen (underpaid)
$3,316,288 from the working people during
the first six months of this year. How's that
for gratitude?

‘We thought Ohio's enterprising newspaper
editors would latch onto this scandalous
crime spree and really give it a good play.
After all, here was a brazen case of stealing
if there ever was one!

But, as usual, we were sadly disappointed.
Many of the state’s newspapers skipped the
story altogether. Prize for giving the story
the most attention goes to the Cleveland
Plain Dealer which generously gave the story
seven paragraphs (measuring a staggering
five and three-quarters inches in length).

The Columbus Citizen-Journal peddled
the story to Business Editor Paul Swinehart
who used five paragraphs of it as the lead
item in his daily column. Both the Columbus
Dispatch and Cleveland Press buried the
story in remote sections of their big big
“food ad day” issues. The Dispatch gave the
scandal five tiny paragraphs, and the Press
gave it four graphs.

One really wonders what motivates “the
fourth estate” geniuses who sit in their ivory
towers. What ever happened to the blood and
guts newspaper editors who crusaded for the
little man? And shouldn't Ohio newspapers
have the interest of Ohioans foremost in
their thoughts and actions?

Despite the fact that the Plain Dealer gave
the story the best play in the state, it still
wasn't good enough to earn a two-gun salute.
While telling about the business crimes on
Page 19, the Plain Dealer sensationalized in
screaming Page 1 headlines a story about a
riot among pickets and police way down in
Newport News, Virginia. The fisticuffs in-
volved 3,000 persons. But right in the Plain
Dealer's own backyard, 15,787 workers were
being swindled.

We wonder how the newspaper editors
would have played the story if it involved
Jjust one Union official abusing the privileges
and responsibilities of his office?

CONGRESSMAN CLAUDE PEPPER IN-
TRODUCES LEGISLATION TO AL-
LOW FOR THE ORDERLY CONTROL
OF OUR TEXTILE TRADE

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. PerPER] may extend
his remarks at this point in the REcorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I am in-
troducing today a bill providing for the
orderly control of our textile trade. My
bill is patterned after that of the gentle-
man from Arkansas, Mr. WiLsur D.
Miris, the chairman of our House Ways
and Means Committee.

Similar bills have been introduced by
many other Members, thus giving broad
support to the overall idea that the time
has come for a complete overhaul of all
our trading agreements concerned with
wool, cotton, artificial fibers, and mixed-
fiber textiles and yarns. In the light of
the latest concessions granted GATT
members in the Kennedy round negotia-
tions that have just been terminated at
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Geneva, I foresee an ever greater influx
of foreign textiles than heretofore. Cur-
rently we are eonfronted with a flood of
textile imports that are taking an ever-
increasing percentage of our domestic
textile market, much to the detriment of
our own textile industry.

Ten years ago our cotton textile indus-
try was swamped by imports from low-
cost low-wage countries to such an ex-
tent that after voluntary controls failed,
we finally negotiated a long-term cotton
agreement. Even this has not helped, for
foreign countries have shifted the em-
phasis of their exports from class to class,
whichever is most profitable. Now we are
also faced with the semimanufactures of
cotton textiles from over 50 developing
nations.

Insofar as wool is concerned, an unfair
percentage of our market has been taken
over by imports. It was 27 percent in
1966 and will be far higher this year,
judging by imports.

Insofar as artificial fiber and mixed-
fiber textiles are concerned, the totals
are no less serious.

I have the honor of representing a
section of the great city of Miami known
for its fashion and sportswear leader-
ship. We have some of the finest design-
ers in the world. Our production equals
that found anywhere. Our textile wages
are among the highest in the world. Yet
Miami and other centers in the State of
Florida are being flooded with low-cost
imports from Europe and particularly
from the Far East. As you know, the final
cost of clothing is due more to the cost
of labor than to that of the materials.
Yet these competing imports come from
countries with such low labor-cost com-
ponents that the fringe benefits alone
granted to our textile workers are higher
than the wages given overseas.

Mr. Speaker, many of our foremost
textile producers have pointed to the
unbridled growth of textile imports.
They have noted the down-spiral of our
domestic production, plummeting profits,
lessened taxes, and increasing retrench-
ment of employees. Nearly 4 million of
our people are involved in some way or
other in our vital textile industry. The
industry in its various sectors is spend-
ing over a billion dollars this year in
modernizing its production. Yet this pro-
duction is being jeopardized because our
American market is uncontrolled.

In all fairness I must say that the only
orderly solution is to apply controls that
are global in scope—and industrywide
in application. The limitations on im-
ports must also be broken down by dif-
ferent categories of textiles and textile
products. Only in this way can we avoid
import concentrations which disrupt
our markets and cause unemployment.

Our textile bill under discussion will
enable the President to negotiate long-
term agreements with those countries
willing to negotiate with us on imports.
Others will be given quotas based on
average exports of 1961 to 1966.

Above all, I feel that our domestic in-
dustry must have access to our domestic
market without giving too large a per-
centage to imports. However, the bill
states that we will be fair to foreign ex-
porters. All that we want is that trade
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be made orderly and not subject to the
whims, caprices, or even greed of over-
seas exporters.

In her zeal for the protection of our
American textile workers and bringing
the problem of imports to my and your
attention, I am particularly indebted to
the efforts of my friend, Miss Evelyn
Dubrow, the Ilegislative representative
of the International Ladies’ Garment
Workers' Union. All of us who have the
privilege of knowing this fine lady know
that she would not ask our cooperation
in this matter unless it was fair to all
concerned—here and abroad. I am con-
vinced that the intent of this bill is not
repressive or protectionist and will as-
sure our own people as well as our trad-
ing partners each a fair share of our
growing textile market.

A MASSACHUSETTS EDUCATOR
PRAISES PRESIDENT JOHNSON'S
EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. MacpoNALD]
may extend his remarks at this point in
the Recorp and include extraneous
maftter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachu:etts.
Mr. Speaker, Rev. Vincent A. McQuade,
president of Merrimack College, North
Andover, Mass.,, has commended the
Johnson administration for its explora-
tion of programs to strengthen higher
education in the United States.

Pointing out that rising tuition rates
at private colleges and universities are
threatening an unhealthy imbalance
among students, Father McQuade
praised President Johnson and HEW
Secretary John W. Gardner for meeting
the urgent need to update higher educa-
tion programs.

In a letter to President Johnsor the
Merrimack College president said:

Please accept my congratulations for the
progressive attitude of your Administration
in the exploration of programs to strengthen
higher education in the United States.

During the organizational meeting of the
15 member advisory committee on higher
education, established by your Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare, John W.
Gardner, it was apparent high priority is
being given to the development of a master
plan for education to benefit our nation.

Merrimack College has already derived
much benefit from Federal programs in high-
er education. I feel this partnership will con-
tinue to provide for the collective security
and welfare of the United States.

In addition to developing programs of
mutual benefit to the nation and to institu-
tions of higher learning, I am confident that
tuition aid and scholarship programs can be
developed to benefit young Americans.

As you know, rising tuition costs are cre-
ating an unhealthy imbalance among stu-
dents in institutions of higher learning. One
of the major implications of rising costs in
education is the economic segregation de-
veloping among students. Many children of
low income families who seek higher educa-
tion are unable to attend the college of their
choice and many are prevented from going
to college altogether.
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It is encouraging that your Administra-
tion, through Secretary Gardner, is meeting
the urgent need to update higher education
programs to provide greater opportunities
for those who qualify for higher education.

Father McQuade has been spearhead-
ing a drive in Massachusetts to have the
State government begin a similar inves-
tigation. He continued:

As the world leader in higher education
Massachusetts should take the lead in up-
dating academic development programs to
provide maximum opportunity for young
citizens.

The Federal and state governments are
obliged to promote and support adequate
programs of tuition and scholarship aild for
the qualified, in order that individuals may
select the institution and program of great-
est potential benefit to him, without finan-
cial restrictions and hardship.

I share Father McQuade’s sentiments,
and I commend him for making his views
known to President Johnson.

MONTCLAIR MEETS ITS
CHALLENGE

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. RopiNo] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, the Na-
tion has been suffering through a sum-
mer of discontent. The riots and disor-
ders in cities and towns throughout the
country have shocked and shaken the
people of America. They have weakened
the spirit of good will and justice under-
lying our efforts to bring all our Negro
citizens to full participation in the bene-
fits of modern American life.

Somehow we must restore a climate
of reason and understanding, with re-
spect for law and order. It is perhaps
difficult to see how this can be done, but
that it can be done is exemplified by the
experience of Montclair, N.J., a neigh-
boring community to Newark, during the
recent riot. As an excellent editorial in
the Montclair Times of July 27 states:

The tide of racial violence which swept
into Newark eddied out to the suburbs.
Astute, definitive, yet diplomatic action by
law enforcement officials and key members
of the Negro citizenry repulsed the threat
before it could become hardly more than
that. Almost at once, measures to prevent
& recurrence were under way.

I would like to include at this point in
the Recorp the full text of this fine
editorial describing the efforts of the
citizens of Montclair who kept their
community peaceful and safe during a
time of danger.

PoTENTIAL HERE FOR SOLUTION

For two days earlier this month, the well-
being of Montclair lay under siege. The tide
of racial violence which swept into Newark
eddied out to the suburbs. Astute, definitive,
yet diplomatie action by law enforcement of-
ficials and key members of the Negro citizenry
repulsed the threat before it could become
hardly more than that. Almost at once, meas-
ures to prevent a recurrence were under way.

Retrospective assessment makes many
points clear.
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First, only a tiny fraction of the sizeable
Negro population here was involved. There
was no great outpouring onto the streets.
Groups dispersed by police were mostly teen-
agers, a dozen or less of them, and on the
streets principally out of curiousity.

Second, the difficulties lay almost entirely
in areas where housing is poor, incomes low,
and unemployment high. A remarkably large
proportion of Montclair's Negroes live in
well-groomed suburban homes where pride
of ownership and pride of citizenship is
amply demonstrated by the physical condi-
tion of the properties, themselves.

Third, responsible Negroes, of whom Mont-
clair has a vast number, were quick to
assume that responsibility. The NAACP threw
open the doors of its headquarters and in-
vited frustrated youths inside to air their
grievances and, as one leader said, “let off
steam.” Matthew G. Carter, Montclair’s first
Negro Commissioner, Vincent Gill, chairman
of the Civil Rights Commission, and mem-
bers of the Clergy Club, a predominantly
Negro organization, were quick to respond
to the emergency and incredibly successful
in their efforts.

Fourth, there is a genuine and increasing
concern among whites over disorders, not
alone as it affects the white population, but
as it hinders the advances of their Negro fel-
low citizens. How often in homes and gather-
ings of white citizens was heard such com-
ments as “I feel so sorry for the law-abiding
Negroes who may suffer from this?” No one
knows how often it was said. But its fre-
quency was greater than ever before.

Finally, as the NAACP's Charles Baskerville
pointed out at last week's Commission meet-
ing, lawlessness 1s multl-racial. The under-
privileged youth who riots in his home
neighborhood differs little from the over-
privileged white youth who riots in resort
areas.

Significant beyond measure is the fact no
responsible Negro leader ralsed the cry of
police brutality in Montclair. Certainly, in
some disorders in some cities, law enforce-
ment officers must have used overly oppres-
sive measures. Just as certainly, in some dis-
orders in some cities, criminal elements have
set up the “police brutality” cry as a cliche-
shield against even the most sympathetic
enforcement.

It is a powerful tribute to Montelair's in-
terracial Public Safety Department that no
such cry was issued here. Equally, it is a
tribute to Negro leaders that they made no
attempt to raise it.

Montclair's racial problems are by no
means solved. Far from 1t. There is a long
road ahead. But just as certainly as Mont-
clair has responsible leaders, prideful home-
owners, concerned citizens of both races,
and dedicated law officers, so Montclair has
the material from which solutions are forged.
It will take work, hard work, patient work,
soul-testing work. But it will be accom-
plished.

WHERE IT ALL BEGAN

Mr. PRYOR. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. DANIELS] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr, DANIELS. Mr. Speaker, at a time
when the newspapers are full of nothing
but bad news, it is a pleasure to read an
editorial which points out the lighter
side of the news.

In the August 14 edition of the Wash-
ington Evening Star there are three edi-
torials. One is on the tremendous in-
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crease in crime throughout the United
States and the second expresses criticism
for President de Gaulle.

The third, however, deals with a more
enjoyable and relaxing subject matter.
And if ever there was a time when Amer-
icans need some kind of relief it is now.

The editorial, entitled “Where It All
Began,” came about as result of the
Evening Star's ubiquitous Miss Martha
Angle turning up the news that the cock-
tail was actually invented in Prince
Georges County, in suburban Washing-
ton. I would like to commend both the
talented Miss Angle and the Evening
Star for this interesting editorial.

Under unanimous consent I insert at
this point in the Recorp the Star’s edi-
torial.

The editorial follows:

WHERE IT ALL BEGAN

The Star's diligent reporter, Miss Martha
Angle, on a news-hunting foray into wildest
Prince Georges County—across the other
river—has turned up the little-known fact
that that cornerstone of modern business,
government, diplomacy, soclal intercourse
and cultural achievement, The Cocktail, was
actually invented no place else but in that
little old Maryland county.

And they say nothing good can come from
Prince Georges!

It happened in the days of President
Andrew Jackson. Old Hickory, as he was
called by those who liked a stick o. some-
thing, used to ride out into the county to
take in the cockfights, a cultur:l achieve-
ment since lost to us, like medieval stained
glass. Before and after the contests, Andy
and his cronies used to stop at a fashionable
spot called The EKEitchen Cabinet, which,
when opened, revealed the mixed drink,
something new under the sun.

Since the potables for notables were taken
after the tail end of the matches, or pos-
sibly since thereby hung many a tale, or
possibly since—oh, well, for whatever rea-
son—the libations came to be called Cock-
tails.

This is important as one more way of
putting down the insufferable pretensions
of General de Gaulle, who belleves that Le
Cocktall was invented by a French poster
painter and bon vivant named the Count
Henri de Toulouse-Lautrec. Of Lautrec’s
claims it is only necessary to note that (a)
he mixed his own about 60 years after Jack-
son and (b) that his idea of a martini was
equal parts gin and vermouth.

The news is also good for Prince Georgians.
As fashionable folk foregather in George-
town or Cleveland Park, by Lake Barcroft or
over the Silver Spring, let them bear in mind
that it all began in Prince Georges.

And let Prince Georges people remember
there is something to drink besides white
lightning. Why should the press relations
man who started all of this get fired fo~ his
good work?

ROOSEVELT MEMORIAL PLANS

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New York [Mr. ROSENTHAL] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, I am
introducing a resolution today that au-
thorizes the next steps for the construc-
tion of a permanent memorial to Frank-
lin Delano Roosevelt. This memorial will
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stand as a fitting tribute to a great states-
man whose foresight and integrity en-
abled him to skillfully guide this country
through depression and war.

Marcel Breuer, noted architect whose
design for this memorial has been ap-
proved by the Franklin Delano Roosevelt
Memorial Commission, has said that the
memorial “will express spirit and flexi-
bility in addition to endurance, symbolic
of Franklin Delano Roosevelt himsclf—it
will reach out as the President’s concepts
reached out to the people for under-
standing, acceptance, becoming an in-
tegral part of the Nation’'s thinking.”

No monument can fully capture the
spirit of this great figure. No monument
can fully depict the affection that we,
who have lived through the years of his
Presidency, feel toward no
Roosevelt. Yet, this monument will re-
kindle for our children the dynamism of
this outstanding leader. This monument
will encourage us to pause and recall the
inspiration and hope that he brought to
our country during harsh but ennobling
years.

In 1955, Congress fook initial steps to
provide for the erection of this monu-
ment. I urge that we approve the pro-
cedures for its construction now so that
it can be completed by the 25th anniver-
sary of President Roosevelt’s death.

I would like to commend the members
of the Memorial Commission who have
worked so faithfully to meet their re-
sponsibilities. Some of these members
have already introduced this resolution.

The time has come for us to end all de-
lays and pay appropriate honor to Presi-
dent Roosevelt. In these troubled days,
there can be no more inspiring symbol
for the Nation.

RIOT INSURANCE

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New York [Mr. WoLrr]l may extend
his remarks at this point in the REcorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. WOLFF, Mr. Speaker, the Senator
from Florida, Senator SMATHERS, has
introduced in the other Chamber a bill
to establish a Small Business Crime
Protection Insurance Corporation.

This legislation has the vision and sub-
stance that we all need to cure the con-
ditions in our urban cities; conditions
that breed rioting, The Senator is to be
congratulated for his depth of under-
standing and for the potential long-
range benefits to be derived from this
legislation.

I will soon introduce in the House an
amended version of the Senator’s bill.
I would urge that my colleagues con-
sider this bill as a step in the direction
of meeting our responsibility to the cities.

ASSAULTS ON FIREMEN

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New York [Mr. SCHEUER] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Speaker, one of
the most disquieting manifestations of
the recent riots were the assaults on
firemen doing their already hazardous
duty.

The fireman is the friend of rich and
poor, black and white.

At the risk of his life, he protects the
life and property of all of our citizens.

I hope that every city in this country
will emulate the campaign now being
carried on by the Uniformed Fireman’s
Association of New York City, “The fire-
man is your friend,” and that they will
add to this by creating increasingly con-
struective relationship between the fire-
man and the community.

EQUALITY OF EDUCATIONAL
OPPORTUNITY

Mr., PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New York [Mr. SCHEUER] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr, Speaker, equality
of opportunity for all our citizens is a
fundamental goal of this Nation, and in
no field of endeavor is this objective more
important or more essential to our na-
tional well-being than in the education of
the young. Education is the key which
opens the door to opportunity for all, and
it is our responsibility to do what we
must to see that all young Americans
have an equal chance to enjoy the bene-
fits which flow from quality education.

In the last few years, Mr. Speaker, Con-
gress has enacted several far-reaching
programs to increase the national invest-
ment in education. It was my privilege
to play a small role in putting together
the education record of the 89th Con-
gress, and I look forward to working with
my colleagues in building upon the
solid foundation which was laid with the
Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965 and the 1966 amendments
and the Higher Education Act of 1965
and amendments. These were landmark
education measures, because they
signaled a clear recognition by the Con-
gress and the administration of the great
national interest in improving the
quality and the quantity of education
available to the young people of this
Nation,

But our job as Representatives of all
the people goes beyond the mere recog-
nition of a national interest in education,
beyond the need to continue the sub-
stantial and essential investment of Fed-
eral funds in the training of young
Americans. It is our job too, to see that
the advantages of the best possible edu-
cation are open to all without regard to
race, color, or national origin,

The principal instrument we have in
assuring equality of educational oppor-
tunity is title VI of the Civil Rights Act
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of 1964 which provides, in section 601,
that:

No person in the United States shall, on
the ground of race, color, or national origin,
be excluded from participation in, be denied
the benefits of, or be subjected to diserimi-
nation under any program or activity receiv-
ing Federal financial assistance,

The responsibility for administering
title VI, so far as Federal programs to
assist education are concerned, lies with
the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare. But, because of the large
number of HEW-administered programs
covered by title VI, the Department has
had to focus its major efforts to date on
securing compliance with the nondis-
crimination requirements of the Civil
Rights Act in the thousands of local
school districts and health facilities re-
ceiving Federal assistance. All that has
been required of institutions of higher
education has been the submission of a
simple, unsubstantiated assurance that
they considered themselves to be com-
plying with title VI of the Civil Rights
Act. I am informed, Mr. Speaker, that
as of now, there are only four institu-
tions of higher education which are in-
eligible to participate in Federal pro-
grams because of noncompliance with
the provisions of title VI.

I think most of our colleagues would
agree that the very limited compliance
program operated by the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, in the
case of higher education, falls somewhat
short of what Congress is entitled to ex-
pect. It is important that the require-
ments of title VI are met in the case of
federally assisted higher education pro-
grams just as they are in the case of
elementary and secondary education aid
programs.

The Department is now preparing to
improve its title VI compliance program
with respect to higher education. The
initial step in this effort was the recent
mailing of questionnaires to the nearly
3,000 colleges and universities participat-
ing in Federal education programs. The
questionnaire is designed to elicit three
types of information: First, whether ad-
missions and recruitment policies are
carried out in a nondiscriminatory man-
ner; second, the number of white and
minority group students enrolled, the
number living in college-owned housing
and the number receiving financial aid;
and, third, whether minority group stu-
dents are free to participate without dis-
crimination in college-supported services
and activities.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to say that
most of our Nation’s institutions of
higher education have long recognized
the responsibility to open their doors to
all without regard to race or color or na-
tional origin. Indeed, many have led in
the effort to achieve equality of educa-
tional opportunity. But in the case of the
very small minority of colleges and uni-
versities which do not recognize this re-
sponsibility, the data obtained through
the questionnaire will enable the Depart-
ment to follow up and work with non-
complying institutions, so that they may
correct problems and come into com-
pliance and thus continue to offer their
students the benefits of Federal pro-
Erams.
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In these trying times, when many of
our urban areas have experienced great
unrest and turmoil growing largely out
of strained relations between the races,
I think we have a special obligation to see
that the younger generation—by far our
most precious resource—has the oppor-
tunity to participate fully and freely in
the benefits which accompany education.

Mr. Speaker, a democracy’s future de-
pends upon an enlightened citizenry. En-
lightenment and understanding are the
unique products of a system of educa-
tional excellence. The doors of our insti-
tutions of education must be open to all
on an equal basis—at the elementary
and secondary levels, and at the higher
education level as well. I commend the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare for its efforts in this regard, and
I wish it well as it embarks on a more
vigorous and effective title VI compliance
program in higher education.

Mr. Speaker, recently the Department
has mailed to the presidents of the almost
3,000 institutions of higher education
participating in Federal assistance pro-
grams the questionnaires to which I have
referred. Along with the report form was
a covering memorandum from Peter
Libassi, the Director of the Office for
Civil Rights of the Department. I place
the text of the memorandum at this point
in the RECORD:

The Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare has responsibility for determining
whether institutions of higher education re-
celving assistance through Federal programs
are complying with Title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964. This responsibility has
been officially delegated to the Department
by all other Federal agencies which give as-
sistance to institutions of higher education,

The enclosed Compliance Report asks for
data germane to this purpose, and is neces-
sary to determine your continued eligibility
to receive Federal financial assistance. Such
data will be requested annually in the fu-
ture. We are asking you to complete the
report and to return it by November 15, 1967,
trusting that this will allow enough time for
institutions to prepare the enclosed forms.
Institutions which are neither receiving nor
applying for Federal funds need not complete
the Compliance Report. If such is the case,
please so advise us and return the enclosed
materials.

The information is required pursuant to
section 80.6(b) of this Department's Regu-
lation (45 CFR 80) and similar provisions of
the Regulations of other Federal agencies,
We appreciate that in the recent past some
institutions discontinued the collection of
racial data, While this step forward was ap-
propriate at that time, we have found the
collection of racial data essential to equal
opportunity programs. You may wish to in-
form your students that this information on
race has been requested by the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare. So far
as we know, no State law and no Federal law
prohibits the collection of the data requested.
If your State does have such a law, we would
appreciate your sending us the citation and,
if possible, a copy of the text.

We are mindful that large institutions with
many Negro and other minority students
may be unable to report precise figures on
enrollment this fall. Such institutions will
judge which method is best suited for their
first report: estimates by officials of the in-
stitution; information volunteered by stu-
dents; a count at the time of registration;
ete, Estimates of the number of students of
different race receiving student financial ald



22824

‘will be acceptable for this report if an actual
count is not possible.

The is necessarily detailed. All ques-
tions do not apply to every institution, and
we ask that you complete those applicable
to your particular circumstances. The ques-
tionnaire itself has been developed with the
cooperation of Federal agencles and with
representatives of college and university as-
soclations In an effort to make responding
as convenient as possible.

In sending you this request for informa-
tion we recognize that many higher educa-
tion institutions have taken leadership in
promoting equal educational opportunity
and in helping to remove racial discrimina-
tion. I am sure that you fully support the
purpose of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of
1964, and agree that an accurate appralsal
of the current sltuation is an important
element of such support.

Thank you for your assistance. Inquiries
in regard to this matter should be addressed
to: Higher Education Coordinator, Office for
Civil Rights, Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare, Washington, D.C. 20202,

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
ADMINISTRATION

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. pE LA GARZA] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. pE 1A GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I
should like to make a report—one which
deals not with another crisis, but with
accomplishment,

It concerns the Economic Develop-
ment Administration, whose right to no-
tice is its concrete results.

This young Federal agency in the next
few days will mark its second anniver-

sary.

And I wish to make a specific commen-
dation of its Southwestern Area Office
located in Austin, Tex.

The Economic Development Adminis-
tration is doing its homework quietly—
and well.

It is creating jobs;

It is training unskilled persons to be
skilled and hold jobs;

It is helping business where new and
expanding business actually needs help;

It is providing grants and loans for
sorely needed public works and develop-
ment facilities;

It is furnishing financial assistance
and the planning and the coordination
to reduce persistent unemployment and
underemployment; and

It is giving dedication and imagina-
tion and superb service.

All these things, and more, this young
Federal agency is doing under the Pub-
lic Works and Economic Development
Act, which this House passed in August
of 1965.

The Economic Development Adminis-
tration had assisted 577 severe unem-
ployment areas of the Nation by the close
of fiscal year 1967. A total of $600 million
had been judiciously dispensed to more
than 1,856 applicants across the country.

And I would like to remind you that in
every case the application for assistance
was originated by a local community
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which saw its own needs for planning,
guidance, and expert assistance in its
economic problems.

This is Federal assistance in the way
it ought to be and in the way we intended
it to be.

For who else knows the human depri-
vations of the local community better
than those who suffer from them?

I speak from firsthand experience
when I report that this agency is provid-
ing the results envisioned by this House
2 years ago.

Specifically, I refer to the Economic
Development Administration’s project
No. 08-1-00542 in Rio Grande City, Starr
County, Tex., within the 15th Congres-
sional District I represent.

The initial project application was re-
ceived by the southwestern area office in
Austin on March 23, 1967. It asked Fed-
eral assistance in the renovation of a
building to make it suitable for a voca-
tional school. The project cost was
small—only $12,000—with Economic De-
velopment Administration assistance of
$9,606 requested.

The existing building had been a laun-
dry but with the imagination of the Rio
Grande City Consolidated Independent
School District it was to take on new life.

Human beings, rather than clothes,
were to be renewed. Their untutored
skills and abilities were to be developed.

Two hundred and fifty unemployed
and underemployed, many of them mi-
grants, were fo be trained to fill jobs in
the aerospace sheet metal industry where
skilled workers are vitally needed.

The funds for the training of these
seasonally employed were to come from
the Manpower Development and Train-
ing Act—a jointly administered program
in which the Economic Development Ad-
ministration, the Department of Labor
and the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare cooperate.

Gentlemen, in an area where the me-
dian income per family is only $1,700,
it is not difficult to imagine the impact
on whole families.

In this experiment of bringing togeth-
er jobseekers and unfilled jobs, an in-
dividual is trained to do work which has
a beginning wage of $2.385 per hour.

Compare this with the plight of the in-
dividual who gets dabs of pay here and
dabs of pay there—if he can find work at
all.

Now, let me go back a little—for this
program which would dramatically
change the lives of thousands came with-
in an instant of never happening.

It was the aerospace industry which
sent out an S O S for trained sheet metal
workers.

Here, then, was the job seeking the
}vcl),rker instead of the worker seeking the

oD,

The problem was taken to the Texas
Employment Commission. The commis-
sion in turn gave the opportunity to Rio
Grande City and two additional Rio
Grande Valley cities where employees far
exceeded local employment.

But, Mr. Speaker, a community may
know its needs and it may see the op-
portunity for meeting them and still not
be able to open the door when that op-
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portunity knocks. Such was the case in
Rio Grande City.

To get the training program there had
to be facilities. The key to those facil-
ities was $9,606 in additional funds—
funds which simply could not be raised
by the hard-pressed local school district.

At this point the Economic Develop-
ment Administration entered the picture.

Within a month, the southwestern
area office did wonders in the organiza-
tion, overall coordination and design of
this program.

It brought about a partnership of pri-
vate industry, local enterprise and all
levels of Federal and State Government.

By its coordination of the agencies in-
volved, the Economic Development Ad-
ministration made it possible to elimi-
nate negative approaches and utilize the
best features of every available program
applicable to this pathfinder project.

The Economic Development Admin-
istration used its skilled, knowledgeable
personnel to shape the job-giving project
into complete fruition by April 19—just
over a month from its inception.

I can now report that the building is
renovated. Training classes have com-
menced. On-the-job training directly by
industry—and with wages—begins on
September 11.

I dare say that the income taxes which
will have been paid by the newly pro-
ductive citizens on April 15, 1968, will
more than cover the cost of renovating
that old laundry building—a building
that is going to be providing hope for the
future of many workers to come.

Mr. Speaker, this is but a personal
view of the Economic Development Ad-
ministration and its southwestern area
office.

I am sure most of you could cite proj-
ects in your own congressional distriets
equally satisfying.

‘What had pleased me as much as any-
thing, has been the quiet, professional
manner in which the Economie Develop-
ment Administration has accomplished
its mission thus far.

Its cooperation with your offices and
my own has gained a respect that may
well be envied by older and certainly
more extensive governmental operations.

There is one last point that I wish fo
make in this citation. In effect it is to
the House itself. The heart of the Eco-
nomic Development Administration is
planning, training and research—and it
all begins on the local level. It comes from
the people who feel they need it—not
from the Government who feels they
should have it.

Congress planned it that way and the
Economic Development Administration is
carrying out its many programs that
way. And, Mr. Speaker, it works.

Ask that former migrant worker in the
Lower Rio Grande Valley—that man who
works today because the concept of the
Economic Development Administration
worked for him back in March.

The Economic Development Admin-
istration, under Assistant Commerce
Secretary Ross D. Davis, and its south-
western area office, under Director R. R.
Morrison, deserve this recognition and
commendation, and I am pleased to fen-
der this acknowledgment to the House.
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THE OTHER ED CLARK

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. pE LA GARZA] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. pE 1A GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I
would like very much to share with you
and my colleagues of the House, with
your kind indulgence, a few words about
a friend of mine—a great American—a,
great Texan—a man of the people, a man
who knows and loves people. He has what
we say in south Texas “el don de gente”
which means the above, plus adding that
people love him too. This man is the U.S.
Ambassador to Australia, the Honorable
Ed Clark—in diplomatic parlance “Am-
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipoten-
tiary”—"“Cousin Ed” as he is more af-
fectionately called by some people who
think a great deal of him—is all that
and more. Mr. Speaker, whenever he
leaves, Australia will never be the same
again.

Mr. Peter Smark—a columnist for the
Australian—a national daily newspaper
sold in the major cities of Australia, in-
terviewed Ambassador Clark and wrote
the following article. It was published in
Australia Tuesday, July 4—a fitting day
to write about a great American—en-
titled “The Other Ed Clark.”

The article follows:

“I have often been accused of being not the
Ambassador of the United States, but the
Ambassador of Texas. Like the man who
threw the rock at the cat and hit his mother-
in-law, I say ‘Not so bad after all’.”

To talk with, or perhaps more accurately
to visit, the U.S. Ambassador, Mr. Edward
Clark, is to say goodbye for a while to one's
critical faculties.

Debate is washed away Iin a torrent of
Texan words; homely, even corny, jokes seem
to sparkle like Shakespearean wit; the ex-
travagance of the man, his unashamed hyper-
bole, the depth and strength of his loyalties
and the real sincerity behind a host of plati-
tudes are somehow captivating.

One finds it easy to understand how the
Ambassador has been able to walk away un-
challenged from some highly contentious
statements. He generates a glow of goodwill.

And then, finally, one realises that, as he
wheels out another good-natured homily
through a beaming smile, his cool, level eyes
are operating independently.

One is left In no doubt at all as to how
this man—referred to by those who do not
understand him as “the Talking Horse"—has
amassed a personal fortune sald to be in
the region of $10 million, built up a formi-
dable reputation as a lawyer and banker, and
has proved to be a remarkably effective am-
bassador for his country in Australia and a
{:ot;nt salesman for Australia in his home-
and.

Seemingly shrewdly simple, the man who
sits opposite beaming and spinning contem-
porary Texan plain talk is complex, The tor-
rent of words are the only sign of a drive
which compels the mind on to calm assess-

ment, the whole man to a work schedule little
short of staggering.

Because his environment was so long
Texan, his trappings are Texan—like the yel-
low rose worn through motives of very real
devotion to his home State as well as a
shrewd eye for effect. But the mind, the
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assessments, the calibre of the man are
international.

Given Jeparit as a birthplace and educa-
tion at Wesley and Melbourne University,
how would this man have looked and
sounded, I wonder? I think I have some sort
of general idea.

But this thought is too simple, too. It is
easier to switch back to the surface.

The reason for the visit is to talk about
Australian-U.S. trade in particular and Mr.
Clark in general. In the particular, the Am-
bassador is politically elusive.

Questlon: “Mr. Ambassador, the Australian
Cabinet is said to feel that the U.S. is asking
too steep a price in seeking wide access to the
Australian tobacco market in exchange for
a reduction in the tariff on Australian wool
entering the U.8. Would you agree with
this?"

Answer: “We do not yet have the details
of the latest U.S. proposal referred to in the
Press of June 28, I do know that the Aus-
tralian proposal on tobacco made during the
Kennedy Round was carefully considered by
the U.S. experts on this question and I un-
derstand that it was concluded that the pro-
posal would not result in any substantially
increased U.S. access to the Australian
market.

“If the Australian Cabinet, after consid-
ering the U.S. counter-proposal, decided that
the price was too high from Australia’s point
of view, I could only accept their judgment
in the matter, as I am aware that Australia
has political problems with tobacco the same
as we do with wool. I certainly hope that an
agreement can be reached which will be :d-
vantageous to both our countries.”

Question: “There is a lot said and written
about Australia’s special relationship with
America, but many Australian officials and
businessmen see little sign of this in T.S.
trade policy towards Australia. Mr. Holt said
recently that 70 per cent of Australia’s ex-
ports to the U.S. (sugar, dairy products,
meat, lead and zinc) was under threat of
some restrictive action or legislation. Would
you agree that this does not seem to reflect
a special relationship?”

Answer: “As you know, all countries, the
U.S. and Australia included, have domestic
political problems involving various com-
modities, The threats you mention do exist,
but in most cases in my opinion will not
eventuate. My Government is committed to
liberalization of trade and would make every
effort to minimise the effect of any restric-
tive action which might eventuate. On the
subject of “special relationships,” you are of
course aware that the U.S. does not benefit
from Commonwealth preferences which Au-
stralia extends to her partners in the Com-
monwealth. We are on a Most-Favored-Na-
tion basis as a member of GATT and must
extend to Australia tariff concessions granted
to other countries. The quota for Australian
sugar has steadily increased over past years.”

Question: *“Do you think that current
Australian doubts over U.S, trade policy could
affect Australian arms purchases from Amer~
ica?”

Answer: “I believe that the Australian
military authorities want the best product
they can buy. This would in my opinion lead
them to continue to obtain a substantial part
of the requirements which they need from
abroad from the United States.

““We recognize that the Australians are hard
bargainers, and they are entitled to the best
deal they can get. They are of course pro-
curing a good bit of their equipment in Eu-
ropean countries as well.”

Question: “How do you foresee the future
of U.S. investment in Australia?”

Answer: “This question covers a lot of ter-
ritory. I believe that there will be a continu-
ing need for foreign investment in Australia
for a good many years and that a very sub-
stantial portion of it will come from the U.8.
Despite current voluntary restrictions, U.S.
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capital inflow this year will be about average
for recent years, discounting the unusually
high inflow in the 1966 fiscal year.

“The political stability of Australia and the
favorable investment climate in other re-
spects are surely conducive to a continuation
of U.S. and other foreign investment."”

Question: “What is your attitude towards
Australian equity in U.S. companles operat-
ing in Australia?”

Answer: “I am in favor of partnership ar-
rangements between Australian and Ameri-
can concerns. This is, of course, a matter
which has to be decided by the company
concerned, and I am aware that for various
reasons some foreign firms prefer 100 per
cent ownership, Nevertheless, it appears that
an Increasing number are offering stock
participation to Australian citizens. We
should remember that many of the U.S, and
other foreign companies have lost heavily
during their early operations in Australia,
and this fact has not encouraged Australian
capital to participate.”

In the general Mr. Clark 1s warm and
forthcoming.

At whatever level—and in talking with
such & complex man one is tempted to
search for levels—there is no doubting his
fierce love of his State and his country, his
warm affection for Australla and Austra-
lians, his genuine wish for the relations be
tween Australia and the U.S. to grow tighter.

He is frank about how he came to become
the U.S. Ambassador in Canberra,

“I would never have been appointed an
Ambassador but for my friendship with
President Johnson.

“Sir Robert Menzles went to President
Johnson when the ambassador’'s post here
had been vacant for about a year. He said he
wanted an ambassador who was a personal
friend, someone whom the President could
trust, someone who knew his telephone
number.

“The President called me up to Washing-
ton. I was a guest at dinner at the White
House that night, and Sir Robert Menzies
was there.

“We met again at breakfast with the Presi-
dent the next morning, and that's how it
was done.

“In this job, I spend more than I earn, I
also earn less because I haven't the time to
concentrate so much on my business in-
terests.

“But I am delighted to do it.

“Last year, I met and talked with more
than 6000 Australians at the Embassy.

“You know viewing of the embassies helps
charity organizations to ralse funds, and
my wife and I try to be avallable to meet
and talk with parties of people when they
come over.

“Sir Robert Menzies said to me once: ‘Ed,
the ambassadors’ union will be censuring
you for meeting and talking to so many
people, the other ambassadors don't do it
the way you do.

“But I love to meet and talk with people,
all sorts of people, to tell them about the
United States and ask them about the things
they are doing.

“I remember an old friend of mine, a dis-
trict judge for many years in my home town,
sald to me when he heard I was coming to
Australia: 'Edward, you'll find that 99 per
cent of people are just people, so you just
treat them like people.

“I've often wondered what the other one
per cent are.

“But in this job I just treat everyone like
people, just like I always have, and it seems
to work out just fine.”

Mr. Clark says he is a very happy man.

“I've had a wonderful marriage, our
daughter is a fine person, I even approve
of my son-in-law; I've made more money
than I ever thought possible when I was a
young man and I've had more honors than
I have deserved.
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“I'd be afraid to live my life over again
because I doubt if things could go so well
again.”

EARTHY MANAGEMENT OF SPACE

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. ALBERT] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
REecorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I have been
delighted to read in the Times-Union of
Rochester, N.Y., a splendid article and
editorial on the Honorable James Edwin
Webb, Administrator of the National
Aeronautics and Space Agency. In my
opinion, Mr. Webb is one of the out-
standing organizers and administrators
in the United States and one of the most
dedicated and successful men in Govern-
ment. The American space achievement
since Mr. Webb took over the program as
chief of NASA has been a scientific and
organizational miracle.

We in Oklahoma are especially proud
of him as he came to NASA from our
State where he was president of the dis-

Frontiers of Science Founda-
tion. I enthusiastically endorse the edi-
torial commending this outstanding pub-~
lie servant upon his eontributions to the
Nation.

The material follows:

EArRTHY MANAGEMENT OF SPACE

(Note.—Excerpts from an article in the
August, 1967, Fortune magazine, reprinted
by permission.)

The nation's civilian space program, the
largest single technological undertaking in

, has come upon difficult times. In this
tenth anniversary of the first Soviet
Sputnik, formidable critics are calling the
$23-billion Apollo project to land a man on
the moon before 1970 “a can of worms” and
a “needless gamble.”

And perhaps most basic, in view of sug-
gestions of questionable management deci-
slons and even gossip of scandal, Congress
and the nation are asking: How well has the
U.S. been served by the program's manage-
ment, the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration and its boss, James Edwin
Webb?

Despite the rancor and doubt of the mo-
ment, the evid is p ive that the
nation has been well served indeed.

This is, for example, the view of Dr. T.
Eeith Glennan, NASA's first administrator
and Webb’s predecessor. Glennan had favored
a much slower approach to a moon landing
than the crash program ordered by President
Eennedy in 1861, but he regards Webb's per-
formance in carrying out the effort as “amaz-
ingly effective.” Says Glennan: “In 1961, I
would not have given him a Chinaman’'s
chance to come this close to success.”

This is not to suggest that the complaints
about NASA are groundless. The fire that
claimed the lives of three astronauts last
January during ground testing of an Apollo
command module was a by-product of de-
plorable negligence. Webb himself concedes
that this neglect was caused, in part, by in-
adequate management feedback on condi-
tions in the field.

The NASA shortcomings visible to date,
however, are no worse than might be ex-
pected in an undertaking of such colossal
magnitude and unprecedented complexity,
in the view of management speclalists. Says
Simon Ramo, vice chairman of TRW Inc.,
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who himself managed the crash program to
provide the U.S. Air Force with a missile sys-
tem in the 1950s:

“I defy anyone to define a system of man-
agement to land a man on the moon before
1870 that does not invite charges of incompe-
tence sooner or later. It’s a science Olympics
in which you're supposed to do the 100-yard
dash in three seconds. If you're not beaten
by the Russians, you're beaten by accident,
or you find you can’t make such an arbitrary
deadline anyway.”

To try to overcome the odds, Webb, now
60 years old, has developed a managerial doc-
trine as extr as the space mission
itself. Essentially it is a bold extension of the
systems-management principle first applied
in the Pentagon for weapon development.
This approach means that the Pentagon tries
to relate deslgn and procurement plans to
the weapon system's maximum potential, to
other weapon systems, to cost effectiveness,
to foreseeable strategic situations, and to
other special considerations.

In NASA’'s case, the “system” is usually an
exotic research objective, like landing a
package of instruments on Mars.

To master such massively complex and ex-
pensive problems, the agency has mobilized
some 20,000 individual firms, more than
400,000 workers, and 200 colleges and univer-
sities in a combine of the most advanced re-
sources of American civilization.

In 1961, President Kennedy committed the
U.S. to “the goal, before this decade is out,
of landing & man on the moon and returning
him safely to earth.”

The Eennedy moon-landing mandate con-
fronted Webb with a sudden, comprehensive
government-agency expansion without prec-
edent in peacetime. NASA's budget jumped
from just under $1 billion in fiscal 1961 to
$3.7 billion in 1968, reaching a peak of $5.2
billion in 1965. The NASA payroll shot from
17,500 to 86,000 in five years, and contractor
employees from 57,500 to a peak, in 1965, of
377,000.

A bewlldering profusion of enormous con-
tracts was spread around the aerospace in-
dustry. A worldwide flight-tracking network
was also set up. Concurrently, Webb’s politi-
cal and administrative skill was taxed by
repeated crises,

On top of all this, Webb has had to live
precariously for years with the explosive po-
tential—which finally erupted in the North
American affair—involved in the sheer danger
of manned space flight and the unprece-
dented quality standards that space flight
imposes on NASA and its contractors.

How Jim Webb has survived six years in
this kind of atmosphere is regarded as one of
the true marvels of Washington. It has, of
course, been helpful that Lyndon Johnson
had originally pushed for Webb’s appoint-
ment. But Webb’s remarkable personality has
also been an asset.

There is general agreement that he runs a
tight agency. The Budget Bureau and most
congressmen admire the exceptional tidiness
of his annual budget. Aerospace executives,
even in private, have a high regard for Webb
and his unusual ability not only to pick good
men for his staff but also to generate a de-
gree of loyalty and dedication that iIs rare in
government service.

Probably the main reason why Webb has
not been swamped has been his dellberate
policy to be ready and quick to change his
management structure, personnel, and pro-
cedures.

Webb's concept of his job, in effect, is to
adjust management procedures as often as
necessary to keep up with the ever changing
nature of NASA activities.

While conecentrating on the moon landing
as its immediate objective, NASA plans to
build its longer-term operations around such
unmanned probes as Voyager to study con-
ditions on other planets, the development of
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nuclear engines for wvery distant manned
flights, and its Apollo Applications program.

At the same time, Webb wants to under-
take extensive earth “sensing” experiments
to develop the use of satellites for such ob-
servations as surveying crop conditions, lo-
cating ore deposits and schools of fish,

If Jim Webb has his way, the space pro-
gram will soon enter a phase of considerable
commercial utilization, in addition to the ad-
vances it already has contributed to com-
munication and weather forecasting. Also,
the program he proposes, while less exotic
than putting men in space for exploration,
will preserve as much as possible of the new
scientific and industrial capability and, most
of all, the management structure that NASA
has created.

JaMES WEBB: OUR MAN IN SPACE

News stories announced these space evenis
in recent days:

The last in a series of Lunar Orbiter space-
craft was launched to seek out possible land-
ing sights on the moon for astronauts.

New safety features and procedures for
the Apollo spacecraft were explained.

A joint Senate-House Conference Commit-
tee has agreed on a compromise space budget
for next year,

Five of eleven new astronauts were named.

In one way or another, James Edwin Webb
has a role in all of these events. For Webb
is the highly capable director of the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration, a
multi-billion dollar government operation.

The extent of Webb’s domain, the types
of problems he faces, and the procedures he
uses to solve them are examined in detail
in an article from Fortune magazine on this
page today. But even this material does not
touch all the bases that Webb does.

“The best administrator I've got is Jim
Webb,"” President Johnson reportedly said
recently.

The darkest mark on NASA's record was
the tragic Apollo ground fire that took the
lives of three American astronauts. Prepared
for almost anything in space, the space ex-
perts had somehow overlooked the on-ground
dangers. That damaged the prestige of NASA
and of Webb.

But with considerable swiftness since that
tragedy, new precautions have been taken
for ground “practice runs,” new safety equip-
ment has been added to the spacecraft it-
self, and new management procedures are
being followed for the entire program in
hopes of avoiding further mistakes. In short,
‘Webb seems to have put the program back
on solid footing.

The U.S. space program has led to a whole
new serles of advances in sclentific tech-
nology—and in places as far removed from
space as the kitchen. At the same time, it
is reaching ever closer to the moon.

No small part of all this miracle is owed
to James E. Webb—a truly remarkable man.
The nation shoud be grateful for his con-
tributions.

PRESIDENT JOHNSON'S TAX PRO-
POSALS—A CHOICE BETWEEN
HIGHER TAXES OR INFLATION

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. ALBERT] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorn and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection,

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, the Asso-
ciated Press’ financial writer, Joseph R.
Coyne, has offered a sound analysis of
the President’s recent economic message.

He finds that Congress faces the choice
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between inflation or higher taxes—a
“yariation of the old law of supply and
demand."”

The economic effect of a potential
budget deficit of $29 billion, he finds, is
“when the supply of goods is plentiful
and the demand low, the price will be
low. But when the supply is short and the
demand high, the price will rise. The
same law applies to financing a deficit.”

Without this hike, the danger of in-
flation is also very real.

With extra money floating around in the
economy, the demand for goods and services
would increase and prices would rise—

He writes, adding:

The idea behind rising taxes is to keep
the economy on a more balanced course,
stemming some of the demand a $29 billion
deficit would create.

I insert into the Recorp Mr. Coyne’s
informative article from the Anchorage
Daily Times:

[From the Anchorage Daily Times, Aug. 9,
1967]
TeHE CHOICE: HicHER TAXES OR INFLATION
(By Joseph R. Coyne)

WasHINGTON.—Inflation or higher taxes—
a variation of the old law of supply and de-
mand—is the choice President Johnson
gives Congress in urging adoption of a 10
per cent income tax surcharge.

Failure to approve higher taxes, the ad-
ministration contends, could only lead to
spiraling inflation.

The economic effect of a potential budget
deficit of $20 billion—the ultimate possible
figure presented by Johnson—Iis governed in
a free economy by a basic law of economics.

Briefly stated, when the supply of goods
is plentiful and the demand low, the price
will be low. But when the supply is short and
demand high the price will rise.

The same law applies to financing a
deficit.

The administration can cut spending to
trim the potential deficit, a course urged
strongly by some Republicans, Beyond that,
however, it must borrow money or raise
taxes, or both.

With higher taxes and spending cuts,
Johnson says the deficit can be cut to be-
tween $14 billion and $18 billion. It's this
amount which must be borrowed.

A $29-billion deficlt covered by borrowing,
government economists say, would only re-
sult in more inflation with its higher in-
terest rates and higher prices.

One top government official said prices are
expected to rise further in coming months—
but not as much as last year—even if taxes
are raised.

Here basically is what government econ-
omists think would happen if the deficit
reached $29 billion:

The federal government would be forced
to borrow the money in a market where in-
terest rates already soared to near last year's
heights because of heavy borrowing by cor-
porations and state and local governments.

Because of the law of supply and demand
this would push interest rates even higher.

Money would be diverted from the mort-
gage market into these more lucrative invest-
ments and the housing industry, now strug-
gling to recover from last year's depression,
would suffer a severe setback. This would
mean unemployment and fewer paychecks
in the construction industry.

It would also send the cost of mortgages
rocketing skyward again because the supply
of mortgage money would be below the
demand.

The Federal Reserve Board, as an alterna-
tive already rejected by both the board and
the administration, could expand the na-
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tion’s money supply through its regulation of
natlional bank and securities transactions.
This would cover the increased borrowing but
would have an extreme side-effort—heavy
inflation.

With extra money floating around in the
economy, the demand for goods and services
would increase and prices would rise.

A wage-price spiral would result as labor
iried to offset higher prices with demands for
higher wages.

The idea behind ralsing taxes is to keep
the economy on a more balanced course,
stemming some of the demand a $29 billion
deficit would create.

IS SOCIAL SECURITY TO BE A
HANDOUT?

Mr, PRYOR. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. Boces] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I insert
in the Recorp a splendid column by
Miss Sylvia Porter, a noted syndicated
columnist and economics reporter, from
the Evening Star of August 15, 1967.

Miss Porter’s column clearly answers
the erroneous charges that social security
benefits will be provided on the basis of
need and that the social security system
funds have been raided.

Mr. Speaker, periodically, these false
charges are circulated. There is no truth
to them,

Social security is finanecially sound.
The system is actuarially sound.

The social security system is well ad-
ministered, and it pays benefits to more
than 23 million citizens every month.
It is truly a program we can be proud of.

I would like my fellow colleagues to
have the benefit of Miss Porter’s column
of August 15 in the Evening Star. The
column follows:

Is Bocian Security To BE A HANDOUT?

(By Sylvia Porter)

‘Will the amount of Soclal Security bene-
fits you can expect to receive when you re-
tire be based on the amounts you have con-
tributed in Soclal Security taxes over the
years—or will the benefits be handed out
simply on the basis of need, the way public
welfare funds are handed out?

Will our Social Security System remain
a sound, self-financed insurance system—or
will U.S. Treasury funds be raided to help
cover the cost of Soclal Security benefits?

These are among the quastlons now batng
raised by the U.S. and local chambers of com-
merce. Local chambers are now urging us to
write, call or wire our congressmen and de-
mand rejection of proposals in the Social
Security bill which, the chamber says,
“would convert Social Security into a wel-
fare-type program to help fight the ‘war on
povm?" "

AN EARNED RIGHT

The charges are so serious and so funda-
mental that they cry out for objective anal-
ysis. To be specific:

Charge: Social Security benefits will be
paid on the basis of need.

Explanation: Social Security benefits have
always been a matter of earned right—
through the contributions we make. A basis
of the above charge 1s a provision in the
House bill to raise the minimum benefit for
retired workers from $44 to $50. The goal of
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this proposal is to pay a slightly more mean-
ingful benefit to the relatively few workers
who did not have the opportunity before
retirement to make full contributions to the
system because they were too old when the
system began or because their occupations
were not covered by Soclal Security until re-
cently. Preferential concessions to older
workers are made at the start of many pri-
vate pension plans.

Charge: U.S. Treasury funds will be
“raided” to pay for new benefits proposed
under the Social Security bill—undermining
the original principle of a self-financing sys-
tem

Explanation: Under the present version of
the bill, speclal benefits for workers aged
72 or over who were unable to work long
enough under Social Securlty to qualify for
regular benefits would be raised from $35 to
$40 a month—and Treasury general funds
would be used to pay the cost of this in-
crease. However, there is under present law a
rigid time limit on eligibility for this special
benefit: nobody who reaches 72 after 1067
would qualify. The purpose of the proposed
raise—as was the purpose of “blanketing in"
this group through previous amendments—
is to fill a small gap In the system, not to
set a precedent.

THREE TRUST FUNDS

Charge: The Soclal Security contributions
we are now making actually are going into
general Treasury funds.

Explanation: All Social Security taxes
American workers and the'r employers are
now paying and are scheduled to pay in the
future are, by law, deposited in three huge
trust funds. These funds may be spent only
to pay Soclal Security benefits and adminis-
trative costs. Amounts not needed to meet
current reeds are invested in U.8. Govern-
ment securities to earn the going rate of
interest, and in times of high interest rates—
such as now—the Social Security funds make
out very well indeed.

Today an estimated 5.5 million Americans
are being kept out of poverty by their Social
Security benefits. Today some 3.4 million
children under 18 are being kept out of
orphanages—again by Soclal Security bene-
fits.

These “side effects” of the Soclal Security
system are entirely consistent with the sys-
tem's original purpose of preventing depend-
ency and destitution in old age.

PRESIDENT JOHNSON'S SCHOOL
BOARD PROPOSAL FOR THE DIS-
TRICT DESERVES THE STRONG
JUPPORT OF THE 90TH CONGRESS

Mr. PRYOR., Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. ALBERT] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, President
Johnson today has submitted to Con-
gress an important proposal to improve
the education of 150,000 schoolchildren
in the District of Columbia.

This proposal is a step forward from
the reorganization plan now in the
books—a step to modernize the structure
of the District’s education system by
providing for the popular election of its
school board.

The President has proposed the crea-
tion of an 11-member school board—
eight members to be selected by their
neighbors and three elected at large.
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These members must be District resl-

dents for at least 4 years and reside in

iihe school electoral districts for at least
year.

Washington is one of the few cities
in the country which does not enjoy the
right to select its own school board. I
believe this proposal will not only remedy
an injustice, but will also provide a voice
for direct citizen participation in the
operation of local schools.

This proposal is fair, just, and progres-
sive. I believe the 90th Congiess will
strongly support a new plan for District
progress—and one so fundamental to
the public’s welfare.

PRESIDENT JOHNSON'S PROPOSAL
FOR DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
BOARD ELECTIONS DESPERATELY
NEEDED TO INSURE SOUND EDU-
CATION IN WASHINGTON

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. Boces] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, the 90th
Congress will be long remembered by the
800,000 residents of the District of Co-
lumbia who have supported reorganiza-
tion of the city’s government.

This reorganization plan is now a
reality. And today, President Johnson
has proposed a further step to modernize
another vital aspect of our community’s
life—its school system.

The President has proposed the crea-
tion of an 1l-member elected school
board that will enable District residents
to have a direct voice in the operation of
their schools.

This proposal is desperately needed be-
cause, as President Johnson notes:

No other city in the Nation conducts the
{fundamental school board selection in a
manner which so isolates the school system
from the community it serves.

This Congress is firmly on record that
it believes in good and representative
government for the District. I believe the
majority of our members will embrace
the President’s school board proposal
with the same spirit and dedication.

MR. HAMILTON'S STATEMENT IN
SUPPORT OF AMENDMENTS TO
THE INTERSTATE COMMERCE
ACT, MODERNIZING REGULA-
TIONS OF BARGE TRAFFIC

Mr, PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. HaMmLTON] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, today
I introduce a bill which wil’ give much-
needed relief to the Nation’s bargelines.

Carrying over 9 percent of the Nation’s
intercity freight, barges have increas-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

ingly become one of the most efficient
elements in the Nation’s transportation
system. Today the average towboat can
propel twice as much cargo as was pos-
sible only a decade ago. The result is
lower costs to producers. Between 1960
and 1966 freight rates for barges dropped
from $2.56 per ton to $2.31 per ton.

A key factor contributing to this record
of high efficiency has been the ability of
bargemen to haul different kinds of goods
simultaneously—whether these items
were exempt from ICC fees or not, If one
cargo—for example, steel pipes—were
subject to regulation, the barge operator
paid those fees. He did not, however, have
to pay a surcharge on items normally
exempt, even though his tow might mix
regulated and nonregulated materials.

Unfortunately, a recent interpretation
of section 303(b) of the Interstate Com-
merce Act would make barge operators
liable to a charge on normally exempt
cargo, if any regulated items are includ-
ed in the tow.

The upshot of this ruling is clear:
larger carriers will be forced to segregate
regulated and exempt commodities, re-
sulting in smaller, costlier tows. In a time
of great technological innovations in
both our waterways and our towing ca-
pacities, such a restriction makes no
sense at all.

I therefore join with my distinguished
colleagues, Messrs. Boees, Apams, and
CaBEeLL, in seeking to amend the disputed
section 303(b) to allow the carriers to
mix regulated and nonregulated cargoes,
without ineurring charges for those ma-
terials normally exempt by law.

Mr. Speaker, American barge com-
panies have staked much of their future
on the improved opportunities which
only the new technology can provide. To
realize the benefits of increased produc-
tivity and continue the trend toward
lower costs, I urge the House fto act fa-
vorably on this proposal.

TRIBUTE TO CONGRESSMAN
MINISH

Mr. PRYOR., Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. HELSTOSKI] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request af the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. HELSTOSKI. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to take this opportunity to pay trib-
ute to a colleague of mine, one of New
Jersey’s ablest Congressmen. I refer to
the Honorable Josepr G. Minisx, who
represents the 11th Congressional Dis-
trict of New Jersey with dignity and
honor.

JoE MinisH was a prime factor in ob-
taining recently more modern and com-
fortable air fransportation between
Washington and Newark, N.J. He fought
for this modern mode of transportation
for some time.

The main passenger carrying line,
Eastern Airlines, provided this profitable
shuttle service to its patrons witl. mostly
early model equipment, until Jog MiNIsH
took upon himself to stir vhis airline into
action to provide better raciilties and
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plane accommodations. Several days ago
we saw the culmination of his efforts
when Eastern Airlines announced that
certain flights between our Capital City
of Washington and Newark had been re-
placed by jetplanes which will provide
faster, safer, and more comfortable serv-
ice between these two points.

Mr. Speaker, by his persistent and vig-
orous actions, Congressman JosepH MIN-
1sH not only served his owr New Jersey
constituents, but also aided the New
York-bound traveler who uses Newark as
his departure or arrival point. He should
have the gratitude of all the people who
use the Newark-Washington terminals,
for they are now enjoying faster, quieter,
and safer service.

But this is typical of Congressman
MinisH, for he is a person who gets
things done. He has shown this in the
present instance and many times in the
past in other matters. He is a valuable
Member of this House and a definite as-
set to his congressional district. I am
pleased to number him as one of the
great legislators in this distinguished
House and one of my most helpful col-
leagues.

In tackling this problem of modern,
safe, and rapid plane travel between our
Nation’s Capital and the Newark termi-
nal, Congressman Miwisg had to con-
vince a powerful public carrier of the
necessity of a move for better plane
travel. This was not an easy task, but
with perseverance and constant watch-
fulness over progress in this respect,

Congressman Minise finally won out.
For his effort we should express our
deepest thanks.

AN ELECTED DISTRICT OF COLUM-
BIA SCHOOL BOARD

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. FrRASER] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr, FRASER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased that the President has joined in
support for an elected school board for
the District of Columbia. Yesterday a
majority of the members of the House
District Committee, lead by our chair-
man, introduced legislation to provide an
elected 11-member board. With every-
body united behind this proposal, I am
hopeful it can be speedily adopted so
that next year the citizens of Washing-
ton can elect their school board mem-
bers.

The District of Columbia public schools
are not all that we would like them to be.
But there is hope that they will be sig-
nificantly improved in the near future
if certain steps are taken. First, the Con-
gress must provide additional money for
the schools, and provide it before the
school year begins so that it can be used
most effectively. Second, the present
school board must be able to choose and
attract a new superintendent who will
change some of the outmoded practices
of the District of Columbia schools. Fi-
nally, the needed capstone is an elected
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school board, so that each family is given
the basie right to be represented in the
policymaking body that controls the di-
rection and progress of their schools.

If these three steps are taken we can
begin the journey toward the goal of the
Distriet of Columbia public schools be-
coming a model for the rest of the
Nation.

RELIGIOUS LEADERS RUSH TO THE
ATID OF OEO

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New York [Mr. RooNEY] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. ROONEY of New York, Mr.
Speaker, an impressive review of the
broad religious support for the Presi-
dent’s strategy against poverty was de-
veloped by the Religious News Service
and carried in the Catholic Messenger of
July 20.

I shall include the entire article in the
Recorp, but first I would like to give
emphasis to two important points made
with respect to the overall effort of the
Office of Economic Opportunity.

First, the article states:

Between the revolutionary and patroniz-
ing, the war on poverty effort represents a
compromise which tries to steer a realistic
middle course among partially conflicting
objectives.

And, second, the article points out:

The basic point of difference (with estab-
lished programs) lies in OEO’s self-help con-
cept, which alms to go beyond the distribu-
tlon of needed supplies and to help aid
recipients to become self-sufficient. Unlike
traditional programs, the OEO, attempting
to attack the roots of the poverty problem,
alms ultimately at eliminating itself.

I stress these points to my colleagues,
Mr. Speaker, because I feel they reflect
a sound philosophy this House can sup-
port in carrying the attack on poverty
forward under OEQ.

The article—“Religious Leaders Rush
to the Aid of OEO"—ifollows:

REeLIGIOUS LEADERS RUSH TO THE
Am orF OEO

Religious leaders who support government
antl-poverty programs have received an un-
expected assist.

Evangelist Billy Graham became the latest
ally enrolled in the War on Poverty when he
announced, in Washington, D.C., that he is
‘“a convert” to the cause. He had opposed the
War on Poverty when it began, he sald, but,
after studying what the EBEible sald about
poverty and investigating the programs of the
Office of Economic Opportunity, “now I am
for it.”

His endorsement came at a time when the
OEO seemed to be facing serious trouble in
Congress, with proposals for drastic budget
cuts reinforced by other proposals that the
OEO should be dismantled and its program
divided among other agencies.

Despite some philosophical or program-
matic disagreements in various areas, reli-
glous approval of the OEO has been wide-
spread since the program began. It is focused
chiefly in the Interreligious Committee
Against Poverty, an agency jointly sponsored
by the National Council of Churches; the U.8.
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Catholic Conference; the Synagogue Couneil
of America and cooperating Jewish organiza-
tions.

At a meeting in June, the ICAP endorsed
the $2.06 billlon budget submitted to Con-
gress by President Johnson for OEO’s pro-
grams next year. It opposed Republican pro-
posals for the disbanding of the agency, along
with the proposal that poverty areas should
supply more of the funds for OEOQ projects
and that, more money be allocated for
research.

Although Billy Graham’s “conversion™ 1is
symptomatic of a large and growing religious
consensus on the need to combat poverty,
there are still wide divergencies of approach
to the problem.

At one end of the spectrum, community or-
ganizer Saul Alinsky has repeatedly told
churchmen that they are “scared of the word
‘revolution’” and that they must engage in
a power struggle with the social structure.

Traditionally, the religious approach to the
problem of poverty has emphasized voluntary
giving, an attitude whose overtones some of
the recipients seem to resent.

Between the revolutionary and patronizing,
the War on Poverty effort represents a com-
promise which tries to steer a realistic middle
course among partially conflicting objectives.

A survey of opinions expressed in the press
indicates that a remarkably large number of
religious leaders still find the American peo-
ple’s commitment to anti-poverty efforts
inadequate.

Typical of this attitude is a recent state-
ment by Richard Cardinal Cushing, Arch-
bishop of Boston, who criticized “an air of
self-satisfaction among Americans” on the
poverty issue,

“It is very hard,” he sald, “to tell them
that they have just seratched the surface and
have not even begun to face the real
problems.”

A similar dissatisfication was expressed by
the Anti-Poverty Task Force of the National
Council of Churches, which called the War
on Poverty “an urgent national priority” but
added that “some programs have not been
completely satisfactory.”

“However,” the statement added, “the ef-
fectiveness of the program has generally
been limited only by the legal mandate, avall-
able funds and some local abuse.”

One advantage of the War on Poverty over
traditional welfare programs was pointed out
recently by Archbishop James P. Davis of
Santa Fe. Conventional rellef and welfare

rograms, he said, “tend to make relief a way
of life.” He halled OEO programs as “a frontal
assault on the poverty problems in this
country.”

The basic point of difference lies in OEO’s
self-help concept, which alms to go beyond
the distribution of needed supplies and to
help aid reciplents become self-sufficient.
Unlike traditional programs, the OEO, at-
tempting to attack the roots of the poverty
problem, aims ultimately at eliminating
itself.

Philosophical overtones of this approach,
much discussed among sgocial workers, re-
ceived a semipublic airing in a statement by
Bishop Edward E. Swanstrom, executive
director of Catholic Relief Services. Bishop
Swanstrom praised the “self-help” concept
but noted that In many areas and many in-
dividual cases the providing of basic necessi~
ties of life is still a prime objective.

Bishop Swanstrom's remarks recognized
that besides those who can be given training,
jobs, health care and other services which
will make them finally self-sufficient, there
is a significant proportion of welfare recipi-
ents in the U.S. who must be permanently
supported by soclety. The statement of Jesus,
“the poor you have always with you,” remains
statistically accurate and shows no signs of
being bypassed by history.

Besides self help, probably the most sig-
nificant new element in OEO projects is the
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participation of the poor in the planning and
management of antipoverty programs. This
innovation, supported by many religious
spokesmen, has been accepted by OEO as part
of its basic philosophy, though its implemen-
tation still raises controversy in some areas.
The concept is closely related to two parallel
and interlocking social drives which seem
sure to develop further in the future: the
organizing of the poor into pressure groups
by Saul Alinsky and others who have adopted
his style and the parallel but more specialized
movements which take “black power" as their
slogan.

While conservative congressmen still ex-
press fear of what they consider “socialistic”
overtones in the War on Poverty, the pro-
gram is sometimes assailed from the other
side by spokesmen for the poor. Their objec-
tions, directed either against a particular
project or against the overall anti-poverty
effort, criticize limitation of objective and
frequently view the War on Poverty as a new
way of making the poor adapt to the stand-
ards of the middle class.

The implementation of programs, through
structures which already exist and have been
“corrupted” by their alliance to the status
quo, is also criticized.

One such objectlon was stated recently in
Cleveland by Phillip Mason, director of com=-
munity development for the Head Start pro-
gram of the Cleveland Council of Churches.

“If you channel poverty money through a
crooked political system,” he sald, “it will do
no good. If funds are not controlled by the
people in the ghetto then the poverty pro-
gram is not working.”

“Black power"” advocates, still a relatively
small group and widely dismissed as extrem-
ists, speak to some extent for a much larger
group whose attitude on poverty shuns racial
overtones, The basic point of agreement is a
belief that programs which will enable the
poor to function effectively in the present
soclal structure are not the final answer to
poverty.

What these groups envision is a direct as-
sault on the social structure itself, to elimi-
nate the conditions which have perpetuated
poverty and social division in the past.
Among the basic objectives of this move-
ment is a redistribution of economic power.
Related to this objective, and probably more
readily attainable, is the much-discussed
idea of a “negative income tax” which would
guarantee a certain minimum annual income
to every American.

At present, these objectives lie in the dis-
tant future, if indeed they are even possible.
But they motivate a significant element at
one extreme of a nationwide alliance dedi-
cated to eliminating a major social problem.

The enrollment of Billy Graham in this
effort, on terms which are still not fully de-
fined but which certainly differ from those of
Saul Alinsky, indicates how the support for
a War on Poverty is growing. The full effect
of this consensus on America’s future will
not be felt for some time—probably not until
after our other war,—the one in Vietnam,
has ended.

McCARTHY WARNS OF WAR WITH
CHINA: URGES DEESCALATION,
NEW US. PEACE INITIATIVES,
CONCENTRATION OF ACUTE DO-
MESTIC ILLS

Mr. PRYOR., Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New York [Mr. McCarTHY] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
REecorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.
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Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, like
many of my colleagues, I am dismayed
at the recent escalation of the war in
Vietnam. We are now bombing within
10 miles of the border of Communist
China. I seriously doubt the wisdom of
these raids so close to the border. They
sharply increase the possibility of a con-
frontation with China.

Indeed, they fit precisely into the in-
cessant anti-American line being fed to
the Chinese people by Chairman Mao Tse
Tung. The effect of this drumfire propa-
ganda on the minds of the Chinese, par-
ticularly the youth, was graphically il-
lustrated last night in an hour-long CBS
news special.

If Scripps-Howard staff writer Jim G.
Luecas is correct, the latest raids are only
a prelude. Mr. Lucas yesterday said the
U.S. Air Force and Navy will carry the
air war to other until-now untouched
targets in the weeks ahead.

Mr. Speaker, it is my belief that the
United States should be deescalating the
confliet rather than escalating it.

I believe the time has come for the
administration to resume the initiative
to engage the United Nations Security
Council in a Vietnam debate. The U.S.
resolution on this matter has been before
the Security Council since January 1966.

I would also like to see the United
States halt strategic bombing of Vietnam
and concentrate solely on tactical bomb-
ing. The latter, I believe, should be con-
centrated into military air actions to in-
terdict the supply lines of the North
Vietnamese on and around the 17th
parallel.

I agree with the New York Times edi-
torial of Sunday, August 13, which de-
clared:

We remain convinced that there is mo
cheap or easy way to “victory” through aerial

ment or tightened naval blockade.
« . - The wiser course, in our judgment, is to
substitute a renewed search for roads to the
negotiating table for the delusive notion that
either side in Vietnam is going to “win” on
the battlefleld. Our faith in that approach
is not destroyed by the lack of success that
has attended past peace bids, even when ac-
companied by halts in the bombing.

But I also agree with the Times view
that—

To pull out of Vietnam without any
workable arrangements for its future sta-
bility would be not only a disastrous humili-
ation for the United States but a funda-
mental upset to world balance.

The only tenable exit, as the Times also
said, is through a negotiated accord. The
setting for another peace try should be
right as soon as the South Vietnamese
elections are over provided the time be-
tween now and then is used to remove
the clouds that befog those elections.

Last week I joined with 56 of my col-
leagues in the House in calling upon
President Johnson to warn the South
Vietnamese military junta that unless
it allowed a fair presidential election the
United States might “undertake a serious
reappraisal of its policies in Vietnam.”

Mr. Speaker, I believe that recent
events in the United States accentuate
the necessity for a prompt and early
negotiated settlement of the Vietnam
war. That war is now costing the United
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States $70 million a day. It is having
adverse consequences on our national
economy. Our domestic programs are
grossly underfunded.

The time is long past due for the
United States to tackle its acute do-
mestic problems. Solutions to these
long-festering problems were postponed
by World War II, by the cold war, the
Korean war and the Vietnam war. But
we can no longer wait.

The United States today faces the
gravest domestic crisis in over a hundred
years. We have civil disorders in our
cities, underpaid police, polluted air, pol-
luted rivers and lakes, rat-infested slum
housing, unsafe highways. The list goes
on and on.

Hobart Rowen of the Washington
Post this week presented figures pointing
up the immense spending on the war
vis-a-vis what we are spending on cer-
tain domestic programs. He estimates
that of a $44 billion increase in the pro-
jected fiscal 1968 budget, $29.7 billion
has gone to defense, all but $3.8 billion
of which was for Vietnam. That is a $26-
billion increase for Vietnam against in-
creases in the following items,

: First. For public housing—$600 mil-
ion.

Second. For other low-rent housing—
$600 million.

Third. For secondary and elementary
education—$1.4 billion.

Fourth. For aid to the blind, elderly,
dependent children, and so forth—$1.4
billion.

Fifth. For the antipoverty program—
$1.6 billion.

There can be no doubt that at a mo-
ment of great national crisis the Gov-
ernment finds itself severely limited on
what it can spend at home by the many
billions of dollars it has committed the
Nation to spend in Southeast Asia.

The current controversy over the Pres-
ident’s tax proposals has brought home
the message that the United States, pow-
erful and rich as it is, cannot do every-
thing that must be done. I believe our do-
mestic problems should be given top pri-
ority.

As Ronald Steel declares in his book,
Pax Americana:

Americn’s worth to the world will be
measured not by the solutions she seeks to
impose on others, but by the degree to which
she achieves her own ideals at home.

HOW TO MAKE 50 MILLION
TAXPAYERS A LOBBEY FOR TAX
REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Wisconsin [Mr. Reussl, is
recognized for 40 minutes.

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, for a long
time many of us have been urging the
administration to raise a substantial
part of the additional revenue needed to
meet fiscal 1968 expenditures by plug-
ging tax loopholes rather than by a
general across-the-board tax inecrease,
such as the President again requested on
August 7.

Raising the needed revenue by tax
reform would have a double advantage.
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REDUCING THE INEQUITIES

In terms of tax policy, it would reduce
the inequities in our present tax system,
placing the burden of high taxes on
those who now escape paying their fair
share.

In 1964—the latest year for which the
Internal Revenue Service has figures—
19 of the 482 taxpayers reporting an in-
come of $1 million or more paid no in-
come tax. The remaining 463 paid less
than 30 percent of their income in taxes,
even though the tax rate for all taxable
income in excess of $100,000 is 70 per-
cent.

MINIMIZING DEMAND—DAMPENING

In terms of fiscal policy, raising addi-
tional revenue by tax reform, rather
than by a 10-percent surtax, would
avoid as much as possible the slowing
down of economic growth and the in-
crease in unemployment which would
ensue from the proposed surtax. The
surtax, to the extent that it cuts down
on the spending power of consumers,
and of investors in real plant and equip-
ment, inevitably slows down growth and
jobs—at a time when our industrial ca-
pacity is utilized at only around 85
percent, and when unemployment is up
to around 4 percent. A tax reform pro-
posal, on the other hand, could raise
large sums needed to repair the Treas-
ury revenues in a manner which is at
once the most equitable, and the most
likely to reach presently untaxed income
that goes not into consumption or into
productive investment, but into specula-
tion in the stock market, commodities,
real estate, and in investment overseas.
Thus, tax reform commends itself as
the fiscal method of raising the most
revenue while doing the least harm.

What would be a good tax reform
package? A package that I offer for
consideration would include treatment
of nine tax loopholes. Action to stop the
drain of revenue from these nine sources
would provide additional revenues of at
least $4 billion a year—roughly equal to
the $4.3 billion of additional revenue
projected from the proposed 10-percent
surcharge on individuals.

A NINE-POINT PACKAGE

Here are at least nine leaks in the
present tax system:

First. Untaxed capital gains: Savings
$2.5 billion.

Let us start with the biggest of what
Senator Douglas used to call tax “truck
holes.”

The Federal revenues this year will be
$2.5 billion smaller because capital gains
income on appreciated property when it
is passed on from generation to genera-
tion legally escapes all taXation, If tax-
payer sells for $15,000 stock which he
bought for $5,000, his tax—at maximum
25 percent capital gains rates—will be
$2,500. If he delays a day and dies own-
ing the stock, neither he nor his heirs
will pay any income tax, and Uncle Sam
will be out the $2,500.

This loophole greatly favors those who
have large amounts of accumulated
wealth to pass on to the next generation.

Moreover, the anticipation of a tax-
free transfer of appreciated property has
the unfortunate effect of locking-in in-
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vestment funds which would normally
follow investment opportunities. Instead
of selling and reinvesting, older people
freeze their investment portfolios to save
paying capital gains tax.

This income tax loophole can be closed,
accompanied by conforming amend-
ments. It was a part of the tax reform
program President Kennedy sponsored
in 1962. I am told that at one point it
was approved by the Ways and Means
Committee, only to be subsequently lost
before the final version of the bill was
reported.

Second. Unlimited charitable deduc-
tion: Savings $50 million.

A painless way to raise $50 million is
to abolish the little-known unlimited
charitable deduction.

The ordinary taxpayer may not de-
duct more than 30 percent of his income
for his contributions to charity, no mat-
ter how much he gives. Not so with the
millionaire looking for a tax dodge. A
special dispensation in the tax law al-
lows him to deduect gifts to charity with-
out limit if in 8 of 10 previous years a
total of 90 percent or better of his tax-
able income has been given to charity
or paid in taxes.

This provision does not require that
the millionaire give away or pay in taxes
90 percent of his actual income for nearly
a decade to qualify.

For example, to qualify for the unlim-
ited charitable deduction a high-bracket
taxpayer with a taxable income of $1
million may give away and pay in State
and local taxes 90 percent of his income,
or $900,000. But if he manages his affairs
well, his $1 million of taxable income
will not include a large amount of tax-
free interest which he receives on mu-
nicipal bonds he owns and or one-half
of his sizable capital gains income from
his investments. In this way he can vir-
tually escape paying income faxes, while
giving away or paying in taxes substan-
tially less than 90 percent of what he
earns.

Third. Stock options:
million.

As a result of the stock option loop-
hole, top executives of large corpora-
tions are able to receive part of their pay
at favorable capital gains rates.

Here is how it works. If a corporation
rewards an executive with a bonus or a
raise, he must pay income tax on these
at ordinary tax rates. If, however, the
corporation rewards him by giving him
an option to purchase its stock, the
profit the executive receives upon selling
the stock is taxed as a capital gain, at a
maximum tax rate of 25 percent.

On account of this tax break, stock
options have become very popular with
large corporations, such as Chrysler
Corp. In 1958, Chrysler gave its top exec-
utives options to purchase shares of its
stock. They exercised the options in 1963,
receiving Chrysler stock on which they
realized a profit of nearly $4 million.
This doubled the nearly $4 million in
salaries and bonuses they had received
in the 6 years from 1958 through 1963.

But, instead of having to pay income
tax at regular rate up to 70 percent on
the $4 million profit they received from
the sale of the stock, the Chrysler offi-

Savings $100
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cials only paid income tax at the maxi-
mum 25 percent capital gains rate.

As a result of President Kennedy's
1962 request that the stock option loop-
hole be abolished, the Revenue Act of
1964 tightened up the terms qualifying
business executives for this privileged
treatment. The privilege, however, still
remains. It is time to ring down the cur-
tain on it.

By so doing, the saving to the Treas-
ury could well be $100 million.

Fourth. One hundred dollar dividend
exclusion: Savings $200 million.

In 1964, one out of every seven tax-
payers got a tax break which his fellow
taxpayer did not. The lucky ones were
generally the high-bracket taxpayers
who invested in stocks. They paid no tax
on the first $100 of dividends which they
received. By contrast, their neighbor who
put his money in a savings and loan or
in Government bonds, paid income tax
on all the interest paid him.

The dividends exclusion was first writ-
ten into the tax law in 1954. The osten-
sible reason was to compensate for the
“double taxation” of dividends which are
taxed first to the corporation as corpo-
rate income and then again as a dividend
when distributed to the taxpayer.

The logic of the double taxation argu-
ment would lead to the conclusion that
all dividends should escape tax. Uncle
Sam would then lose over $2.4 billion in
taxes instead of the $200 million he now
loses on account of the 400 exclusions.
But even the strongest proponents of the
1954 dividend exclusion did not think
this appropriate.

Corporations and their shareholders
are separate taxable entities. Enterprises
are, in fact, incorporated for the very
purpose of limiting the owner's liability
by separating his income and assets from
those of the corporation. Thus, I see no
injustice in taxing the owner’s and the
corporation’s incomes independently.

Double taxation, moreover, is a fact of
life. Excise, sales, and use taxes, for in-
stance, are often pyramided on top of
each other. The amount of the sales tax
on a car, for example, is in part attribut-
able to taxes on the parts which went
into it.

Abolishing this special privilege for
shareholders would increase Treasury
revenues by $200 million.

Fifth. Multiple corporations: $150
million saving.

A popular way to avoid high tax rates
is to divide the income from one source
among a number of largely fictional tax-
payers. Dividing a single business enter-
prise into a number of separate parts for
tax purposes has long been a disorder of
the corporate world. Since the first $25,-
000 of corporate income is taxed at a 22-
percent rate and the remainder at 48 per-
cent, it is a decided advantage, for exam-
ple, to have four corporations reporting
taxable income of $25,000 each rather
than one corporation reporting $100,000.

In a June 20 speech, Assistant Secre-
tary of the Treasury Stanley S. Surrey
said that where a single enterprise is
involved, it should be taxed as a single
enterprise, regardless of how many sub-
sidiaries it is divided into or of whether
the division was made for legitimate
business or for purely tax reasons.
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Ignoring the multiple corporate parts
of a single business enterprise would
save the Treasury $150 million annually.

Sixth. Municipal industrial develop-
ment bonds—savings $50 million.

Cities throughout the country are to-
day issuing municipal bonds, bearing
tax-free interest to finance industrial
plants and commercial facilities for pri-
vate, profitmaking corporations.

The usual method by which eities pass
their tax benefits to private corporations
is to issue bonds to construct a plant in
accordance with the corporation’s speci-
fications and then to lease the structure
to the corporation, using the rental pay-
ments to retire the bond. Because the
city’'s bonds are tax free, their interest
rate is lower than the interest rates on
bonds which the corporation could issue.
The corporation reaps the advantage of
the low tax-exempt interest rate.

Unlike ordinary tax-exempt munieci-
pal bonds which finance at lower tax-
exempt interest rates needed public fa-
cilities, such as schools, roads, sewers,
hospitals, or airports, these municipal
industrial development bonds have no
redeeming virtue. They are simply an
unintentional Federal subsidy to private
industry. Plugging this loophole would
save the Treasury at least $50 million a
year,

Seventh. Reduce the mineral deple-
tion allowance from 27! to 15 percent
on oil and from 23 to 15 percent on 41
other minerals: Savings $800 million.

The most celebrated of tax loopholes is
the oil depletion allowance. This allow-
ance spares the oil millionaire from pay-
ing income on the first 271 percent of
the gross income from his oil wells—so
long as it does not exceed 50 percent of
his net income.

In 1964, as a result of this provision,
the five largest U.S. oil refiners paid
the following percentages of their in-
come in Federal income taxes: Standard
Oil of New Jersey, 1.7 percent: Texaco,
0.8 percent; Gulf, 8.6 percent; Socony
Mobil, 5.9 percent; Standard of Cali-
fornia, 2.1 percent—these ta® payments
in a year in which corporate taxes rates
were 48 percent.

The percentage depletion allowance
runs as long as the oil well is producing,
bears no relation to investment, and, as
a consequence, permits recovery of tax-
free income far in excess of actual in-
vestment. In fact, the Treasury has re-
cently disclosed that, on an average, the
cost of an oil well is recovered 19 times
over by the depletion allowance.

If depletion were not computed on a
percentage basis, but were, like ordinary
depreciation, limited to the cost of the
oil well, it would not be objectionable.
The income tax is a tax on income, not
on capital which is used up.

Ideally, then, percentage depletion
should be replaced with cost depletion.
But since I am offering a tax reform
package which I believe can be enacted,
I would suggest only that the percent-
age depletion allowance be reduced by
less than one-half, from 2714 percent
to 15 percent, the percentage now appli-
cable to over 40 other minerals.

I would, at the same time, reduce to
15 percent the mineral depletion allow-
ance on 41 minerals now enjoying a 23-
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percent depletion rate. These reforms
would put a ceiling on all percentage de-
pletion of 15 percent.

In his 1950 tax message, President Tru-
man said:

I know of no loophole in the tax laws so
inequitable as the excessive depletion ex-
emption.s now enjoyed by oil and mlln.lng
interests.

He then proposed in that year, and
again in 1951, to limit the mineral de-
pletion deduction to 15 percent.

The revenue gain from this modest
reduction of a special privilege would be
at least $800 million annually.

Eighth. Establishing the same rate for
ﬁi!t and estate taxes: Savings, $100 mil-

on.

Present tax law places a premium on
a person giving away his property dur-
ing his lifetime. Three thousand dollars
can be given away annually to each of
any number individuals without paying
gift tax. Over and above these amounts,
$30,000 can be given away by a person
during his lifetime without paying gift
tax. Finally, any taxable gift is taxed at
only three-quarters of the estate tax rate
on property which is transferred at
death.

I propose here a simple 25-percent in-
crease in gift tax rates so that property
given away is taxed at the same rate
without regard to whether it is given
during the donor's lifetime or at his
death.

On June 20, Assistant Secretary Surrey
called for a major overhaul of the gift
and estate taxes in order to eliminate
this and other inequities. One hundred
million dollars in revenues could be
gained quickly by the reform which I
Ppropose.

Ninth. Payment of estate taxes by the
redemption of Government honds at par:
Savings, $50 million.

If upon death you face a $100,000
probable estate tax bill and have a smart
lawyer, he will advise you to buy $100,000
long-term U.S. Government bonds. Why?
Because the U.S. Treasury will redeem
its bonds at par in payment of estate
taxes, no matter what you paid for them.
If you, for example, buy Government
bonds for $80,000 and turn them in at
$100,000, you reduce your estate tax bill
by 20 percent.

Uncle Sam loses $50 million a year as
a result of his little known generosity.

There they are—nine pluggable loop-
holes which add up to $4 billion in an-
nual tax savings.

The number of individual taxpayers
who would find their taxes increased by
these nine reforms is a small fraction of
the 53 million who annually file taxable
returns. Most would have taxable in-
comes of $20,000 or more; in 1964, these
people represented 2.4 percent of all such
taxpayers, roughly 1.2 million, Hardest
hit would be taxpayers making $100,000
or above—one-tenth percent, or 35,000
taxpayers.

A NATION OF LOBBYISTS FOR TAX REFORM

It will take time, and tugging and
hauling, to enact these needed tax re-
forms. But I am convinced it can be done

_if the administration will propose a tax
reform package of these dimensions.

We can create a lobby for tax reform
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of some 50 million taxpayers if we make
it clear that the tax surcharge, if en-
acted, will be repealed as soon as, and to
the extent that, the tax reform package
i~ enacted and begins repairing our rev-
enues. This can be done either by put-
ting an automatic repealer on the tax
surcharge or by limifing the duration of
the surtax to July 1, 1968, while at the
same time making it clear that if the tax
reform bill is passed there will be no need
to renew the surtax.

The 50 million taxpayers making less
than $20,000 a year would rally to the
tax reform cause, and convey the mes-
sage to Congress as it never has been
conveyed before.

Many Members have already voiced
dissatisfaction with asking the low- or
moderate-income taxpayer to pay more
taxes at a time when the wealthy tax-
payer escapes paying his fair share. By
linking the tax surcharge and tax re-
form, we can repair our revenue system
so that our future budgets can realize
the dream of the new economics—a bal-
anced budget at full employment with-
out infiation.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders here-
tofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. Reuss (at the request of Mr.
Pryor), for 40 minutes, today; and to
revise and extend his remarks and in-
clude extraneous matter.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. ZroN) to revise and extend
their remarks and include extraneous
matter:)

Mr. BrorzMaN, for 1 hour, Monday,
August 21,

Mr. Gooperr, for 1 hour, Thursday,
August 17.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL
REecorp, or to revise and extend remarks
was granted to:

Mr. Maraias of Maryland to include
extraneous matter in his remarks on the
bill HR. 2516.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Zron) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. CONTE.

Mr. LATTA.

Mr. BRAY.

Mr. KLEFPPE.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Pryor) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr, KEE.

Mr. TEnzZER in two instances.

Mr. ZABLOCKI.

Mr. Hanna in two instances.

Mr. HOwARD.

SENATE BILL REFERRED

A bill of the Senate of the following
title was taken from the Speaker’s table
and, under the rule, referred as follows:

S. 1633, An act to amend the Act of June
12, 1960, relating to the Potomac interceptor
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sewer, to increase the amount of the Federal
contribution to the cost of that sewer; to the
Committee on the District of Columbla.

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of
the following title:

8. 1111. An act to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to construct, operate, and
maintain the San Felipe division, Central
Valley project, California, and for other pur-
poses,

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 6 o’clock and 59 minutes p.m.) under
its previous order, the House adjourned
until tomorrow, Thursday, August 17,
1967, at 11 o’clock a.m.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1004. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting recom-
mendations for legislation to permit the
popular election of a school board in the
District of Columbia (H. Doc. No. 158) ; to the
Committee on the District of Columbia and
ordered to be printed.

1005. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Congressional Relations, Department of
State, transmitting a draft of proposed legis-
lation to amend the joint resolution au-
thorizing appropriations for the payment by
the United States of its share of the ex-
penses of the Pan American Institute of
Geography and History; to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. JONES of Missouri: Committee on
House Administration. S. 281. An act to in-
crease the amount of real property which
may be held by the American Academy in
Rome; with amendment (Rept. No. 557). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar.

Mr. HALEY : Committee on Interior and In~
sular Affairs. H.R. 10599. A bill relating to the
Tiwa Indians of Texas; with amendment
(Rept. No. 558). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
hills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BUCHANAN:

H.R. 12385. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to equalize the retirement pay of
members of the uniformed services of equal
rank and years of service, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Armed Services.

H.R.12386. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to provide that certain
veterans who were prisoners of war shall be
deemed to have a service-connected disability
of 50 percent; to the Committee on Veterans'
Affalrs,
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H.R.12387. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to make the children of
certain veterans having a service-connected
disability rated at not less than 50-percent
eligible for benefits under the war orphans’
educational assistance program; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. DANIELS:

H.R. 12388. A bill to provide for orderly
trade in textile articles; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. HOWARD:

H.R. 12389. A bill to amend section 212(a)
(14) of the Immigration and Nationality Act,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

H.R. 12390. A bill to provide for orderly
trade in textile articles; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. JOELSON:

H.R. 12391. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Cole of 1954 to eliminate the per-
centage depletion method for determining
the deduction for depletion of oil and gas
wells; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. KUPFERMAN:

H.R. 12392, A bill to provide Federal assist-
ance for programs to send needy children
to summer camp; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor.

By Mr, MONTGOMERY :

H.R. 12393. A bill to amend section 202 of
the Agricultural Act of 1956; to the Commit-
tee on Agriculture.

By Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts:

HR. 12394. A bill to guarantee productive
employment opportunities for those who are
unemployed or underemployed; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. RESNICK:

H.R. 12395. A bill to amend the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965
in order to provide assistance to local edu-
cational agencies in establishing bilingual
educational opportunity programs, and to
provide certain other assistance to promote
such programs; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor.

By Mr, SHIPLEY:

H.R. 12396. A bill to regulate imports of
milk and dairy products, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. STANTON:

HR. 12397. A bill to provide for orderly
trade in textile articles; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ZION:

HR.12398. A Dbill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to include a
definition of food supplements, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. FASCELL:

H.R. 12399. A bill to amend the joint reso-
lution of October 23, 1065, relating to Na-
tional Parkinson Week; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. GALIFIANAKIS:

H.R. 12400. A bill to amend chapter 113 of
title 18, United States Code, to prohibit the
transportation, use, sale, or receipt, for un-
lawful purposes of credit cards in interstate
or foreign commerce; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr, GONZALEZ (for himself, Mr,
BmveuaMm, Mr. Beown of California,
Mr. CoOHELAN, Mr. FARBSTEIN, Mr.
GiaiMo, Mrs. MiNg, Mr, O'Hara of
Illinois, Mr. O'NenL of Massachu-
setts, Mr. REEs, Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr.
ST GERMAIN, Mr. St, OncE, Mr.
Vanig, and Mr. VIGORITO) :

H.R.12401. A bill to accelerate the con-
struction and rehabilitation of low- and
moderate-income housing in the United
States in order to fulfill the national goal
declared in the Housing Act of 1949 of a
decent home and a suitable living environ-
ment for every American family; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

By Mr. HALEY (for himself, Mr. BERRY,
and Mr. COHELAN) :

H.R. 12402. A bill relating to certain Indian
claims; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. HELSTOSKI:

HR.12403. A bill to provide for orderly
trade in textile articles; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.,

By Mrs. EELLY:

HR.12404. A bill to provide for orderly
trade in textile articles; to the Committee on
Ways and Means,

By Mr. PEPPER:

H.R. 12405. A bill to provide greater work-
ing opportunities for older workers, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor.

H.R.12406. A bill to provide for orderly
trade in textile articles; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr, SANDMAN:

H.R.12407. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow an incentive
tax credit for a part of the cost of construct-
ing or otherwise providing facilitles for the
control of water or air pollution, and to per-
mit the amortization of such cost within a
period of from 1 to 5 years; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. VANDER JAGT:

H.R.12408. A Dbill to amend the Surplus
Property Act of 1944 to authorize certaln sur-
plus property of the United States to be
donated for park or recreational purposes;
to the Committee on Government Opera-
tions.

H.R.12400. A bill to amend the tariff
schedules of the United States with respect
to the rate of duty on whole skins of mink,
whether or not dressed; to the Committee
on Ways and Means,

By Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN:

H.R.12410. A bill to amend section 13a of
the Interstate Commerce Act, and for other
purposes; to the Commitiee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. MATHIAS of Maryland:

H.R.12411. A bill to provide for orderly
trade in textile articles; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MINSHALL:

HR.12412. A bill to provide for orderly
trade in textile articles; to the Committee
on Ways and Means,

By Mr. PHILBIN:

H.R. 12413. A bill to authorize the Secre~
tary of Defense to make price adjustments
in certain contracts for the procurement of
silver military insignias for the Department
of Defense; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

By Mrs. GREEN of Oregon:

H.R. 12414. A bill to provide more equitable
relocation payments to persons displaced by
Federal-aid highway projects; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works.

By Mr. WYATT:

H.R. 12415. A bill to amend the act of June
20, 1906, and the District of Columbia elec-
tion law to provide for the election of mem-
bers of the Board of Education of the District
of Columbia; to the Committee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

By Mr. BEROWN of Ohio:

H.R. 12416. A bill to amend the act of June
20, 1906, and the District of Columbia elec-
tion law to provide for the election of mem-
bers of the Board of Education of the District
of Columbia; to the Committee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

By Mrs, REID of Illinois:

HR. 12417. A bill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to include a
definition of food supplements and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. ROSENTHAL:

H.J. Res. 793. Joint resolution to authorize
and direct the Franklin Delano Roosevelt
Commission to raise funds for the construc-
tion of & memorial; to the Committee on
House Administration.
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By Mr. PEFFER:

H. Con. Res, 492. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the semse of the Congress with
respect to the elimination of the Castro Com-
munist regime of Cuba; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. GURNEY (for himself and Mr.
HALEY) :

H. Con. Res. 493. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress with
respect to bringing Col. Daniel James, Jr., of
the United States Air Force home from Viet-
nam as a representative spokesman for those
American Negroes opposed to the so-called
black power philosophy; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

By Mr. MILLER of California:

H. Res. 906. Resolution authorizing the
printing of additional coples of the report
to the Committee on Sclence and Astro-
nautics entitled “Applied Science and Tech-
nological Progress”; to the Committee on
House Administration.

By Mr. MURPHY of Illinois:

H. Res. 907, Resolution concerning Rhode-

sia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.
By Mr., TIERNAN:

H. Res. 908, Resolution calling upon the
Secretary of the Treasury to take action to
relieve the current shortage of silver by
withdrawing silver coins from ecirculation
and making avallable for sale silver bullion
extracted therefrom; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII,

276. The SPEAKER presented a memorial
of the Legislature of the State of Iowa, rela-
tive to the installation of an atomic accel-
erator facility, which was referred to the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BRASCO:

H.R. 12418. A bill for the relief of Giuseppe
Vallone, his wife, Carmela Vallone, and their
children, Rosaria, Marla and Salvador; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BROCK:

HR. 12419. A bill for the relief of Dr.
Rodrigo Victor de Valle; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr, FLYNT:

H.R. 12420, A bill for the relief of Nguyen

Van Hue; to the Committee on the Judici-

By Br. GILBERT:

H.R. 12421, A bill for the relief of Mr.
Chung Ping Yung; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. JOELSON:

HR. 12422, A bill for the relief of Erwin

Miller; to the Committee on the Judiclary.
By Mr. EUPFERMAN:

H.R. 12423. A bill for the relief of In Pyung
Lee and Young Ju Lee; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. O'"HARA of Illinois:

H.R. 12424, A Dbill for the relief of Theodore

Zautis; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. RYAN:

H.R.12425. A bill for the rellef of Ii An

Shen Wu; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. TIERNAN:

H.ER.12426. A bill for the relief of Nan

Wong; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. BRASCO:

H.R. 12427. A bill for the relief of Antonino
Pollio; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.12428. A bill for the relief of Fran-
cesco Di Stefano; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.
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